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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY 
RANEY, in his Official Capacity, ADA 
COUNTY, and THE BOARD OF ADA 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants-Respondents. 
Supreme Court Case No. 45016 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada. 
HONORABLE RICHARD D. GREENWOOD 
BRYAN A. NICKELS 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
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ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center § Location: Ada County District Court 
Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D. vs. 
Ada County Sheriffs Office, Ada County, The Board Of 




Filed on: 03/26/2015 





















Ada County District Court 
06/22/2015 
Greenwood, Richard D. 
PARTY INFORMATION 
Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
Ada County 
Ada County Sheriffs Office 
The Board Of Ada County Commissioners 
EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT 
New Case Filed Other Claims 




(3) Summons Filed 
Acceptance of Service w/ Summons 
Acceptance OfService(03/26/15) 
Amended Complaint Filed 
AA- All Initial District Court 
Case Type: Filings (Not E, F, and Hl) 
Lead Attorneys 




Verified First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for Damages 
Amended Summons Issued 
(3)Amended Summons Issued 
Acceptance of Service 
Acceptance Of Service (4/15/15) 
Answer 
Answer to Plaintiff's Verified first Amended Complaint/or Dec/atory Judgment and Complaint 
for Damages 
Jury Trial Demanded Pursuant to IR.C.P. 38 






















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
Notice 
Notice of Status Conj 
Hearing Scheduled 
Hearing Scheduled (Status by Phone 06/09/2015 03:00 PM) 
Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Status by Phone scheduled on 06/09/2015 03:00 PM· Hearing Vacated 
Order 
Order of Recusal 
Change Assigned Judge: Self Disqualification 
Change Assigned Judge: Self Disqualification 
Disqualification of Judge - Self 
Disqualification Of Judge - Self 
Transcript Filed 
Notice Of Reassignment (Jonathan Medema) 
CANCELED Status Conference (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Owen, Patrick H.) 
Vacated 
Disqualification of Judge - Cause 
Recusal 
Change Assigned Judge: Self Disqualification 
Change Assigned Judge: Self Disqualification 
Disqualification of Judge - Self 
Disqualification Of Judge - Self 
Transcript Filed 
Notice Of Reassignment - Richard Greenwood 
Notice of Service 
Notice Of Service 
Hearing Scheduled 
Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference 11/23/2015 04: 15 PM) 
Order 
Order for Scheduling Conference and Order Re: Motion Practice 
Stipulation 
Stipulation For Protective Order 
Stipulation 
Stipulation/or Scheduling and Planning 
Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Scheduling Conference scheduled on 11123/2015 04: 15 PM· Hearing 
Vacated 
CANCELED Scheduling Conference (4:15 PM) (Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D.) 
Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 06/27/2016 04:00 PM) 























ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial 08/01/2016 09:00 AM) 3 days 
Order 
Order Governing Proceedings and Setting Trial 
Miscellaneous 
Protective Order 
Notice of Service 
Notice Of Service 
Notice of Service 
Notice Of Service 
Notice of Service 
Notice Of Service 
Miscellaneous 
Plaintiff's Disclosure of Expert Witnesses 
Notice of Service 
Notice O/Service 
Notice 
Notice of Status Conference 
Continued 
Continued (Court Trial 11/14/2016 09:00AM) 3 days 
Continued 
Continued (Pretrial Conference 10/12/2016 04:00 PM) 
Order 
Order Governing Proceedings and Setting Trial 
Hearing Scheduled 
Notice Of Hearing Scheduled (Motion/or Summary Judgment 09/14/2016 03:00 PM) 
Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment 
Memorandum 
Ada County's Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment 
Affidavit 
of Judy Morris in Support of Motion/or Partial Summary Judgment 
Affidavit 
of Louissa Shaffer 
Affidavit 
of Lt. Aaron Shepherd 
Affidavit 
of Kim Fike 
Affidavit 
of Sheriff Michael Haderlie 





















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
Affidavit 
of Lt. Andy Hoffman 
Motion 
Plaintiffs Motion For Summary Judgment 
Affidavit in Support of Motion 
Affidavit Of Counsel In Support of Plaintiffs Motion For Summary Judgment 
Affidavit in Support of Motion 
Affidavit Of Tanys Krafft MD. In Support of Plaintiffs Motion For Summary Judgment 
Memorandum In Support of Motion 
Memorandum In Support Of Plaintiffs Motion For Summary Judgment 
Notice of Hearing 
9.14.16@3:00pm 
mResponse 
Ada County's Response to Plaintiff's Motion/or Summary Judgment 
mAffidavit 
of Nicole Carr 
ffl Opposition to 
Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendants' Motion/or Partial Summary Judgment 
mAffidavit 
of Counsel in Support of Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendants' Motion/or Partial Summary 
Judgment 
ffl Affidavit 
Affidavit of Sheryl McKinney RN 
fflNotice of Hearing 
Amended 
m Reply to Memorandum 
in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment 
fflReply 
Defendants' Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion/or Partial Summary Judgment 
Motion for Summary Judgment (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D.) 
~ Court Minutes 
m Miscellaneous 
Plaintiff's Lay Witness Disclosure 
ffl Memorandum 
Joint Pre-Trial Memorandum 
Pre-trial Conference (4:01 PM) (Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D.) 













ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
~ Court Minutes 
ffl Memorandum 
Decision and Order on Cross Motions for Summary Judgment 
CANCELED Court Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D.) 
Vacated 
fflNotice 
of Withdrawal and Substitution of Counsel (Burke for Plaintifj) 
ffl Judgment 
Dismissed With Prejudice (Judicial Officer: Greenwood, Richard D.) 
Party (The Board Of Ada County Commissioners; Ada County Sheriffs Office; Ada County; 
Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center) 
ffl Notice of Withdrawal of Attorney 
and Substitution of Counsel (Bryan Nickels for John Burke) 
ffl Notice of Appeal 
Appeal Filed in Supreme Court 
fflNotice 
of Transcript Lodged- Supreme Court No. 45016 
FINANCIAL INFORJ\1ATION 
Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
Total Charges 
Total Payments and Credits 
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ORIGIN;\L 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
MAR 2 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clark 
By KATRINA HOLDEN 
l>EPUTY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE, ADA 
COUNTY, and THE BOARD OF ADA 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
Case No. CV O C 1 5 0 5 0 a✓ t 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
COMES NOW Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint Alphonsus"), by 
and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., and for causes of action against the defendants, the 
Ada County Sheriff's Office, Ada County, and the Board of Ada County Commissioners, hereby 
I 
states and alleges and follows: 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES- I 
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PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 
1. Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center (hereinafter "SARMC") is a hospital 
facility licensed under the laws of the State ofldaho and is located in Boise, Ada County, Idaho. 
2. Defendants Ada County, the Ada County Sheriff's Office and the Board of Ada 
County Commissioners are governmental bodies responsible with furnishing all persons 
committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing, bedding, and medical care. 
3. This action is brought pursuant to state law to obtain a declaration of SARMC's 
rights and force the defendants to pay for necessary medical care it provided to an individual 
who attempted suicide while incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the custody of the Ada 
County Sheriff's Office. 
4. Jurisdiction and Venue are proper in the Ada County District Court of the Fourth 
Judicial, State of Idaho with regard to SARMC' s claims because the parties at issue in this action 
and all of the events giving rise to it are located within Ada County, Idaho. 
GENERAL FACTS 
5. On January 21, 2014, I. C-T. (hereinafter "Patient") was charged with domestic 
battery or assault in the presence of a child, Idaho Code § 18-918(4), in the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No. CR-MD-2014-0000913 
("First Criminal Case"). 
6. The Patient was arraigned by video in front of the Ada County magistrate on 
January 21, 2014. (See Exhibit A.). He entered a not guilty plea and a bond of $1,000 was 
entered. (Id) At the time of arraignment, he was in,the custody of the Ada County Sheriff's 
Office and incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. (Id.) He remained incarcerated at the Ada County 
Jail from that time through March 27, 2014. 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
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7. On March 27, 2014, while still incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the Ada 
County Sheriffs custody, he was charged with three counts of sexual abuse of a minor under 
sixteen years of age, Idaho Code§ 18-1506, in a separate criminal matter in the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 
("Second Criminal Case"). (Exhibit B.) 
8. On that same date, March 27, 2014, the Patient attempted to commit suicide by 
hanging himself. He was then transported to SARMC in critical condition on that same date to 
receive care and treatment. Ultimately, due to the seriousness of the injury, he required care and 
treatment until May 24, 2014, when he was then discharged and released from SARMC's care. 
9. On April 4, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed an Ex-
Parte Motion to Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
currently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to determine if he will make 
a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this 
time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate the 
transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek reinstatement of 
the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point where he can be 
released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the current charges. The 
Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to run as he has yet to be 
arraigned. 
(Exhibit C.) An Order of Release was signed by Magistrate Judge James Cawthon and entered 
that same date. (Exhibit D.) 
10. A pre-trial conference had been scheduled for April 3, 2014 in the First Criminal 
Case. In the Magistrate Minutes/Notice of Hearing, Magistrate Judge Theresa Gardunia noted 
that the patient was recently charged with another felony and, while in custody, attempted 
I 
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suicide and was still in the hospital. (Exhibit E.) The Magistrate Judge noted that the State 
moved to "ROR" on that day, and an Order of Release was entered the same date. (Exhibits E, 
F.) The pre-trial conference was then reset for thirty days out. (Exhibit E.) 
11. On May 5, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss without Prejudice for the Second Criminal Case. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube, and 
although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. 
The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to Mexico for long-term care through the Mexican consulate. At this 
time it is unknown when or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to stand 
trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to have 
him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant return to the United 
States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates refiling the 
charges. 
(Exhibit G.) An Order to Dismiss without Prejudice was then entered on May 8, 2014. (Ex. H.) 
12. On May 8, 2014, the State moved to dismiss the First Criminal Case, and the 
Court dismissed it on that date. 
13. The Patient ultimately incurred $304,374.92 in medical expenses/bill during his 
stay at SARMC from March 27, 2014 through his discharge on May 24, 2014. (Exhibit I.) These 
medical expenses/bills were submitted to the defendants for payment. The Ada County Sheriffs 
Office paid for the medical care and treatment provided by SARMC through the date on which 
both orders for Release on his Own Recognizance were entered, which was April 4, 2014. 
Despite a demand from SARMC for payment on the remaining dates of service, the Ada County 
Sheriffs Office has refused to make any further payments relating to the remaining medical 
services even though the Patient required care and treatment at SARMC through May 24, 2014. 
I 
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The remaining unpaid balance, reduced to the reimbursement rate specified in Title 31, Chapter 
35, Idaho Code, is $97,835.18. 
COUNTI 
(DECLARATORY JUDGMENT) 
14. Plaintiff reasserts the allegations contained in all the preceding paragraphs, and 
incorporates the same herein as if set forth fully. 
15. Plaintiff may properly bring an action for declaratory judgment pursuant to the 
Idaho Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act, Idaho Code §§ 10-1201, et seq., to obtain a 
declaration of its rights, status or other legal relations under the applicable statutes with regard to 
the defendants' actions. 
16. Idaho Code § 20-604 states as follows: 
20-604. CONFINEMENT -- ORDER OF THE COURT. Any district judge or 
magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon any grounds provided 
by law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement facility within the 
judicial district in which the court is located. Such order may thereafter be 
amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility to another at any place 
within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located has made an 
agreement with another governmental unit or agency located outside the judicial 
district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district judge or 
magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or detained 
outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail described in such 
agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a jail or confinement 
facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement upon receiving a 
certified copy of an order made pursuant to this section. 
1 7. Idaho Code § 20-605 states as follows: 
20-605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The co,unty wherein any court has entered 
an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Cooe, shall pay all direct and indirect 
costs of the detention or confinement of the person to the governmental unit or 
agency owning or operating the jail or confine'ment facilities in which the person 
was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
determined on a per day per person basis By agreement between the county 
wherein the court entered the order and the couhty or governmental unit or agency 
owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In the absence of such 
I 




agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the 
charge for each person confined or detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars 
($35.00) per day, plus the cost of any medical or dental services paid at the rate of 
reimbursement as provided in chapter 3 5, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
reimbursement is otherwise established by contract or agreement; provided, 
however, that the county may determine whether the detained or confined person 
is eligible for any local, state, federal or private program that covers dental, 
medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be required to apply for those 
benefits, and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the detained or 
confined person's incurred expenses, and in the event of the death of such 
detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order shall 
pay all actual burial costs. Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, 
Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not 
relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed 
in this section. In case a person confined or detained was initially arrested by a 
city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of this state or for 
violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or detention shall be a 
charge against such city by the county wherein the order of confinement was 
entered. All payments under this section shall be acted upon for each calendar 
month by the second Monday of the month following the date of billing. 
18. A declaratory judgment is sought declaring the actions and the non-actions of the 
Defendants invalid, illegal, and in deprivation of the rights of the Plaintiff as a medical care 
provider who provided medical services and incurred medical expenses for the treatment and 
care provided to an inmate of the Ada County Sheriffs Office. 
19. Plaintiff brings this action on its own behalf as an entity entitled to reimbursement 
from Defendants for medical expenses incurred for the medical treatment and care of an Ada 
County inmate. 
20. Defendants have inappropriately and improperly denied SARMC's claim for the 
reimbursement of medical expenses incurred for the medical treatment and care provided to the 
Patient pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-605. 
21. Thus, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter a declaratory judgment 
declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-605 defendants improperly denied 
' 




SARMC's claim for reimbursement of medical expenses for the medical treatment and care of 
the Patient and also declare that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-605 that defendants must 
reimburse SARMC at the rate ofreimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code, 
which results in the amount of $97,835.18 for medical expenses incurred for the medical care 
and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014. 
22. The relief sought herein is essential to preserve Plaintiffs rights and 
reimbursement pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-605. 
23. Plaintiff has no other speedy or adequate remedy oflaw. 
COUNT II 
24. Plaintiff re-alleges each and every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 23 and 
incorporates the same herein as though fully set forth. 
25. As previously alleged in this Complaint, Plaintiff provided medical treatment and 
care to the Patient, an Ada County inmate, from March 27, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
incurring medical expenses totaling $304,374.92. 
26. While the Ada County Sheriffs Office paid for the dates of service from March 
27, 2014 through April 4, 2014, it has not paid anything further for the remaining dates of service 
through May 24, 2014. Plaintiff sent a demand to the Ada County Sheriffs Office requesting 
that pursuant to Idaho Code§ 20-605 the Ada County Sheriffs Office reimburse SARMC at the 
rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid 
balance, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the amount of 
I 
$97,835.18 for the medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC 
rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014. 
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The Ada County Sheriffs Office wrongfully and improperly denied SARMC's 
request and/or demand to reimburse SARMC at the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 
35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid balance, which reduced to the appropriate rate 
of reimbursement results in the amount of $97,835.18 for the medical expenses incurred for the 
medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 
2014. 
28. Ada County and/or the Ada County Sheriffs Office has violated the provisions of 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-605 by refusing and failing to reimburse SARMC at the rate of 
reimbursement as provided in Chapter 3 5, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 
through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the 
amount of $97,835.18. 
29. Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial as a direct result of 
Ada County and/or the Ada County Sheriffs Office failure and refusal to reimburse SARMC at 
the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 3 5, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical 
expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 
5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate ofreimbursement results in 
the amount of $97,835.18. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 





VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES-8 
000015
For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-
605, defendants improperly denied SARMC's claim for reimbursement of medical expenses for 
the medical treatment and care oflvan Castillo-Tellez from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014. 
2. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-
605, defendants shall reimburse SARMC at the rate ofreimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, 
Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment 
SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the 
appropriate rate ofreimbursement results in the amount of$97,835.18. 
3. That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and further relief as the Court may deem 
just and equitable. 
COUNT II 
4. That the Plaintiff be awarded damages in an amount to be proven at trial but no 
less than the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the 
medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient 
from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of 
reimbursement results in the amount of $97,835.18. 
5. That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and further relief as the Court may deem 
just and equitable. 
DATED this il day of March, 2015. 










STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Michael W. Frith, being first duly sworn, upon oath deposes and says: 
That he is the Regional Manager of Patient Accounts for plaintiff, Saint Alphonsus 
Regional Medical Center, in the above-entitled action and that he has read the foregoing 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES, knows the contents thereof, and believes the same to be true. 
4~~ Michael ir.F;it~"-
Regional Manager, Patient Accounts 
Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 25 day of March, 2015. 
Chem Ch.a;e~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC FOR IAHO 
Residing at: A-d.a.... ~ ~ 
My Commission Expires: {Z..•q. 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
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ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Ivan Castillo-Tellez CR-MD-2014-0000913 DOB: 
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Tuesday, January 21, 2014 10:00 AM 
Judge: Thomas Watkins Clerk: trr0 Interpreter: ________ _ 
Prosecuting Agency: _A~C EA _GC MC Pros: E 0 -f. C ~ r 1'i C 
PD I Attorney: J) ) l l · 1 Y\ 9:-£'..... 
• 1 118-918(4) M Domestic Battery or Assault Enhancement-In The Presence of a Child M 
1 v 2 '60 s Case Called Defendant:"x:, Present -- Not Present .:s,_ In Custody 
~ Advised of Rights Waived Rights@;)po Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
. __ Guilty Plea / PV Adm~ N/G Plea · __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
¥ Bond $ I / Q O D ROR _ Pay/ Stay __ Payment Agreement 
In Chambers PT Memo __ Written Guilty Plea YNo Contact Order 





ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Ivan Castillo-Tellez CR-FE-2014-0004295 
Scheduled Event Video Arraignment Thursday, March 27, 2014 
DOB: 
01:30 PM 
Judge: Michael Oths Clerk: ____ _ Interpreter: ________ _ 
Prosecuting Agency: _Ac uc EA (i(." MC Pros:--------------
PD/ Attorney: __________ _ 
• 1 118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
• 2 118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
• 3 118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
Defendant: Present Not Present __ In Custody ____ Case Called 
__ Advised of Rights ___ Waived Rights __ . PD Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
__ Guilty Plea / PV Admit 
Bond$ ______ _ 
NIG Plea 
ROR 
__ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
__ Pay / Stay __ Payment Agreement 
In Chambers PT Memo" __ Written Guilty Plea ___ No Contact Order 






APR O 4 2014 
DR# 14-405556 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kari L. Higbee 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) _______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 
EX-PARTE MOTION TO 




Comes now on this 4th day of April 2014, Cathy Guzman, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, being first duly sworn, and 
moves this Court for an Order Releasing the Detei:idaht on His Own Recognizance due to 
the following: 
I 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on 1the Defendant, but before he could be 
I 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attemptedj suicide. The Defendant is currently in 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital conneJted to a breathing tube. The State has 
l 
I 
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been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the Defendant to another facility 
at this time and are unable to determine if he will make a full recovery. The State 
anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this time will allow his family to make 
necessary medical decisions and facilitate the transfer of the Defendant. The State intends 
to immediately seek reinstatement of the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to 
the point where he can be released from a ~edical care facility and arraigned on the current 
charges. The Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to run as he has yet to be 
arraigned. 
AND IT IS SO ORDERED: 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
Cathy Quzman 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
MOTION FOR ROR (CASTILLO-TELLEZ), Page 2 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




) CASE NO. __.__f ..... J ___ f./_-l/._~----
vs. 








ORDER OF RELEASE 
Prosecuting Agency: 
BJ Ada County • Boise 
• Garden City • Meridian 
•••• 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: 
0 Eagle 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above-nanied Defendant be released from custody 
DATED:_1 ___ / tf_/ 1¥_ 
) ' 
ORDER OF RELEASE [REV 11-2010] 
EXHIBIT D 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT , "· 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA. ,; '" 
(:h·~::;~:-- ·, •."\-· ,_ . : 







MAGISTRATE MINUTES / NOTICE'OF HEARING 
~ PRE-TRIAL MEMORANDUM 
I 
) ··r; 1'' 'I 1;••1·· 
) Case Number: C,~ /Ji, U . ' q- . 'f /) 
) -----'---"--'\---------
) Event Date: --~0 ~t r~·--~_.._{ ~/ '_J _v_· /J-'_'_; _______ _ 
) ~-. ! ' 
) Judge: -~(.~~,~tv_·_d,,_i_Vc-')=v-~--- Clerk:-----"-/.'·""': _1v"""\ ___ _ 
) 
) Case Called: _________ _ 
) 
¾!n Chambers 
_________________ ) D Interpreter: ________________ _ 
0 AC ITJ. BC D EA O GC D MC If D (PDy' Private ~; g 
Defen~ant: 0 Present t;lj\ Not Present ~ In Custody· D 'pr::J"~ppointe_d_•-, -P-• • -e-_::-~~---:...--~-•-.\fl/-.. ,,:-~.-i!-ed-. -A-}t-or_~_,e_y __ 
D Defendant failed to appear. Bond forfeited/R0R revoked. Bench Warrant issued. Bond'$ 0 ~---. ·t?'.l (i J ,,:\ 
0 Advised Rights LJ Not Guilty D Guilty/ Admit D Written Guilty Plea D No Contact D Pre-Triai Release Order 
it~AU. Pt.-Ccf /Ci tlP-7} 6t....f. LJ v-✓Af (e.c-1.r.'f/7 chwz,ev< ual Fe : } (Qi•\/1.h 
' i '/ 
h/h r (1 .. : , I 1·+ f I ,'\ L- ,.,_ (Jv\v 
I 
f0 c· c 1' l1..-
/,\ ; 
1, v ... ' I ,,1-. rJtA..-r 
l 
/11/7 if 
--.'---'----'-'-'---""'/~'=.11r.""'l.'-'-l_,_L_f v_· ,,,_, _________________ D Release Defendant. This Case Only 
NOTICE OF HEARING - ... -- .-, ":"~_, , i'\ _}(~ (v'_} ~T(1 (l,A \/ 
-:.✓ ! '.,~~- i \.) , .. ____ I U ✓11 1 ~-
• Sentencing on ________ ~_r ____ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge _______ _ 
• Court Trial Conference on __________ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge _______ _ 
[J Court Trial on ------.---1,,-------- at _____ am/pm w/ Judge/\ ~ 
)l Pre-Trial Conference on 5 ¼\ioil at~m w/ Judge\:-loxdu ili'CA. 
0 Jury Trial on ______________ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge _______ _ 
[J _________ on _________ at _____ am/pm wl Judge _______ _ 
r·1 Contact the Ada County Public Defender, 200 W. Front St., Rm. 1107, Boise, ID 83702, telephone (208) 287-7400 
You must appear as scheduled above. Failure to do so will result in a warrant being issued for your arrest, or 
default judgment may be entered if you are charged with an infraction. 
ADA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 200 W. FRONT STREET, BOISE, ID 83702 
I hereby certify that copies of this notice were ser,ed as follows: 
.I 
Defendant: Hand Delivered D Via Counsel O Signature 
Defense Atty: Hand Delivere~ lntdept Mail D 
Prosecutor: Hand Delivere~ lntdept Mail D 
MAG!STRA TE MINUTES/ NOTICE OF HEARING 
,I 
-m-,:;--=----r-it:r-1 ····• .. ,; -:;, 
Magistrate Judge (for Pre-Trial Memorandum) 
; 




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF !DAHO, !N AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
Plaintiff, ) CASE NO. \:\v<21:M-C\>~ 
) 
~- ) 
\\l)j\ ~\\\\D-\:t\\~ ORDER OF RELEASE 
) 
Defendant. ) 
Prosecuting Agency: V, 
l'.J Ada County ~ Boise 
0 Garden City O Meridian 
C Eagle 
"* * * * 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named Defendant be released from custody 
DATED:_4_-:s_-/ =I_·_,· -·I 
~ 
MAGISTRATE JU'E 






GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Cathy Guzman 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
.,.,r,., ., . ,. 
A.M. __ _ 
MAY O 5 2014 
GHnlSTOPH~fl ;";_ r~ICH. Cierk 
Bv .SA:1,Il._ \'\:!:.!UH f 
: . .:' ,, 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TIIE FOURTII JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TIIE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) _______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 
MOTION TO DISMISS WITHOUT 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE 
Castillo-Tellez's DOB: 
Castillo-Tellez's SSN: : 
Comes now on this 5th day of May 2014, Cathy Guzman, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, being first duly sworn, and 
moves this Court for an Order Dismissing this case .without prejudice due to the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on •the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted I suicide. The Defendant was in critical 
I 
condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to 1a breathing tube, and although he has 
I 
somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. The State has been 
informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfd the Defendant to Mexico for long-term 
I 
care through the Mexican consulate. At this time it is unknown when or even if the 
MOTION FOR DISMISSAL W/O PREJUDICE (CASTILLO-TELLEZ), Page 1 
I 
I EXHIBIT G 
000025
Defendant will ever be competent to stand trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally 
and St. Alphonsus is eager to have him transferred to his native country. Should the 
Defendant return to the United States or be found competent to stand trial, the State 
anticipates refiling the charges. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
MOTION FOR DISMISSAL W/0 PREJUDIC~ (CASTILLO-TELLEZ), Page 2 
000026\}vt, 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Cathy Guzman 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
RECEIVED 
MAY O 5 2014 
ADA COUNTY CLERK CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KEELEY CHENEY 
OEPIHV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TIIE FOURIB JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) ______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 




THE COURT, having received the State's Motion to Dismiss pursuant to a Motion 
to Dismiss filed by the State, does hereby Order that the Complaint filed on or about 
March 27, 2014, in the above captioned case be dismissed without prejudice due to the 
Defendant's physical and mental condition as represented by the State which requires the 
Defendant to be in a long-term care facility located in Mexico as arranged by the 
Mexican consulate. 
IT IS HEREBY SO ORDERED. 
DATED this~ ofMay, 2014. 
Magistrate J 
ORDER FOR DISMISSAL WITHOUT PREJU 
Page 1 




i1 SAINT, ALPJ;IONSUS REGIONAL 
!1oss '.N CURTIS ROAD 
BOISE, ID 837061309 
12083672130 
!' CASTILLO TELLEZ, IVAN 
jl I) BIRTHOA TE 
!0120 ROOM-BOARD/SEMI 
OJ 20; Rb6~fJ:1bARD/SEMI:. 
0200 INTENSIVE CARE 
0250/ ;p~¢jt,:+.,: 
0258 IV SOLUTIONS 
::··-···' 
,·":,';·.'· 
o 2-$tf ·X:¥:',;'.l'B.1:!_AA.t>x /'./' -: X?:l-i}'''.-Ji:::i-ff;SifS 
0271 MED/SURG SUPP NONSTERILE 
o :2 72: ~E'b'/S.PR.G:-·$:P)?P{:$}ftR;rf{E:::;J::f~ 
0278 OTHER IMPLANTS 
0-39.0: ;¼ABQE.AT;OBi{(':-'.:?/;: 
0301 LAB CHEMISTRY 
o $ 0-2:. );;JliB' :2:IM.MI}N(}LQGY:~/'/??;~;:rg,;-:gifj} 
JO 3 0 5 LAB HEMATOLOGY 
10 30,?:l' IjAB/BA¢1r&R:tot•G'.(i:/:'j{' · ft.\ 
j0307 LAB UROLOGY 
!03~~-o:·. R.A.RtQLQ'G¥-.1P::tA~N:O:$W.t/J:ftS::·w:i.i 
!0324 CHEST X-RAY 
. (>/!.' ::: :::$C'Ji.t::1/ f;IEAD:'-n.',i{t:it:Ft('-:i\:~-

















r SAINT- ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 2 SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 
1055 '!.~' CURTIS ROAD PO BOX 3527 
~OISE, ID 837061309 PORTLAND, OR 972083527 
!2083672130 
IVAN 
~JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT 
17200 BARRISTER DR 
i 
~OISE, ID 83704 
·1zf:EVCO '.:iOESC.RIPllCN 
10424 PHYS THERAPY /EVAL 
04 3-0= .bt¢nP.A!rI:0i-l~Ii/TltER.APY(Y ·. 
0434 0 T EVALUATION 
0'4:40; :$}PEltt.fI.;•·tHE11:U\P,x.'5'. ·:)>?()}( }§fa;} 
0444 ST EVALUATION 
04·-~o;; :t~'.RGENCY/iRb.Om:;::+<iN;{{{:};;}/iN 
0460 PULMONARY FUNCTION 
d 9TJ'; 0MRI\ f.3t¼::i;& >f ;: I:/• 
0612 MRI SPINE 
0']3Qi '.t~c{/J:;~:<t -:/,\. • 
0740 EEG 















JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
7200 BARRISTER DR 
HEALTH INSURANCE CLAIM FORM 
:,,'PEO\/EO UY NATIONAL UNIFORM CLAIM COMMITTEE (NUCC:1 02/12 BO Is E ID 8 3 7 0 4 
451425994086 Z23 IP 018 CM REBILL PSl 
MEDICARE MEDIC.AID TRICARE 
O{Medicare#) 0 iMO<ficaid#i O (ID#iDoO#i 
CHAMPVA GROUP FEc,, OTHER 1a.lNSURED'S I.O. NUMBER 
HEALTH PLAN,-, BLK lUNG • (Member ID#) • (10#) LJ ID#) iK}(ID#) ID1055450 
{FOR PROGRAM IN ITEM 1) 
2.PATll:NTS NAME (Las1 Narno, Firs! Name. Middle llllial) 
CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
3. PATIENTS BIRTJi DATE SEX 
M IKJ F 0 
.INSURer.·s N/,J,,,!E 1Lasl l'la;,<), Firs! Name. Middle Initial) 
ASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
S. PATIENT RELATIDNSMIP TO INSURED f .INSUREO'S ADDRESS (Ne ,Sir eel) 





STATE 8 flf.~EllVED FOR NUGC USE 
ID 
9.0THER INSURED"$ NAME(L•sl N"'""· Fi;r,I Narno, Mirlolo lnieal) 11;. IS PA:r!ENrS CONDITION RELATED TO: 
~ OTHER INSURED'S POLICY OR GROUP NUMBER a EMPLOYMENT"; (Cumml or Pr~'\.·ious.} 
• YES !Kl NO 
~ P.ESER\/1.:0 FOR NUCC USE b. AUTO ACCIDENT? F'L-lCE: (Sh!t~l 
0 YES fKl NoLJ 
c.RESERVEO FOR NUCC; LISE c. OTHERACCiOENT? 
• YES iKl NO 
.,i.lNSUA/INCE PLAN NAME OR PROGRAM NAME 
READ BACK OF FORM BEF'ORE COMPLETING & SIGNING THIS FORM 
Ii. PATiEITT'E {.lR A.IJTHCR.llE.D PEP.SOtfS 6tGNAT:JRE ! -?\Jll\(,ri!"t !be 11;le-1se ni ;,rq 1\1,~~ft.:tl l)l",",tflt,r /ryfor1ll;;tt,-,n 11ee..,~s?)' ,.,, r,i-,1t.!)$$ !'11~ 
:-:i:iil'!'I. t "1;si_. r.:•~u~~ prr,ment f,f {ln~rr.m~ld l1M~hif.' ~!lmr 1:> n;y<::slt N to lM o::1rty ~11i;, ;t~~r,t~ :'\!"~~-,:r.Ftr.t \:..llc.w. 
SIGNED Signature On File oAre 110814 
f.1.0ATC Oi' CIJRRF-NT ILLNESS, INJUl<Y. ~r PREGNANCY (l_MPi 15.0THEH DATE 
QUAL ! QUAL ! 
STA E 
OISE ID 
TELEPHONE(h,clud~ hea Codei 
837046736 2083538235 
1 INSUREO'S POl ICY GROUP OR FECA NUMBER 
.INSURED'$ DATE OF BIRTH SEX 
M !Kl F D 
INSURANCE PLAN NAME OR PROGRAM NAME 
JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
. IS THERE ANOTHER HEAlTH BENEFIT PLAN? 
0 YES [l NO If yes, complete items S, 9a, and Sd. 
13. INSURED'$ OR AUTHORIZED PERSON'S SIGNATURE l .aut,ori2e 
synlelit of medicai benems to the vndersi£Jnad physician er supplier (cr 
f;f"ViCIJS dGSCtil)ad oofO'I!. 
SIGNED SIGNATURE ON FILE 
6.0ATES UNABLE TO WORK IN CURRENT OCCUPATION 
FROM TO 
;, NAME OF REFERRING PROVIDER OR OTHER SOURCE ·.::,' .. '.:'·· '.!·'<:·'.t?:·;•:< ·:,'-·· •.. '.:'- ···:--•·\:'::, .-'' . .- 18.HOSPITALIZATION DATES RELATED TO CURRENT SERVIC!IS 
; .. -. "v .. •. ,_. •- -~_----_·,· _·;·•''!·"''·.:\n•·: ;· .,; .. ·•_,._ 
iLOUNSBURY ALFRED 
19.AODiTIO~L CLAIM IHFCP.MATION iDe!i~11~ t,,,- Nt.JtCJ B 
cc 





~ !. SIGNATI.lRE OF ?hYS!~IA/1! ,:,)R SUF?I.IEf) 
:NCLUDE E.'EGREES or.: C~CDEl-lTJAtS 
D fKl 
fl certlly tr:.~,t lh\.• ~lr!lt>mM~$ VH ttid t'!J•,if.?f'"':J? :t;)(li)· 
,, .. t)l1:, i)(,! ;:nd :ou IT\<.~ .!l ~ul~ rt1~•~d.) 
SYLVESTER MERRzll0814 
DATE 
NUCC ln!-tructfon i\1am,a! availat:le ai v-.ww nut:c orQ 
018 
1699731760 FROM 032714 TO 051214 
JC(\IM. l 9 
C 




32 SERVICE FACILITY LOCATION INFORM.'lilON 
ST ALPHONSUS RMC 
1055 N CURTIS ROAD 
BOISE ID 837061309 
· 1649357716 
0. OUTSIDE LAB? SCHll~Gt'iS 
D YES !Kl NO I 
• 2. RESUBMISSION 
ORIGINAL REF. NO 
J 
R"~NCERING 
PROV:OER 10. # 
30.Rsvd for NUC Use 
0 
3.1. BILLING PROVIDER INFO .PH# 2 0 8 3 6 7 213 0 
SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 
PO BOX 3527 
PORTLAND OR 
al649357716 









I: SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 1055 N CURTIS ROAD 
~OISE, ID 837061309 
~083672130 
.aJAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT 
17200 BARRISTER DR 











SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 
PO BOX 3527 
PORTLAND, OR 972083527 








JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
7200 BARRISTER DR 
HEALTH INSURANCE CLAIM FORM 
APPR0%D B'{ NATIONAL UNIFORM CLAIM CCMMITTEE !NUCC) 02/12 BO Is E I D 8 3 7 0 4 
451425994119 Z23 RI 018 CM REBILL PSl 
i I MEDICARE MEDICAID TRICARE 
lOrr..1edicare ~) 0 /M,;dicaid #) 0 (ID#IOoO#j 
!2.P,•\11ENrS NAME iL,iS! Na.11e, First Nan,o. Middle ih!iai) 
!CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
CHAMPVA GROUP FECA OTHER 
HE,\LTH PLAN,, EILK LUNG • (Momb,:,-10#) • (JO#) LJ 'IOJ/ l&l (IO'Jl 
:l. PATIENT'S BIRTH DATE SEX 
M fKI F • 
1alNSURED'S 1.0. NUMBER (FOR PROGRAM IN ITEM 1) 
ID1055450 
INSUREO'S NAME (Lasl Name. Firs! Name. M!dcle Initial) 
CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
is PATIENr.S ,..o~:?.SS{tJCt .Zlfctt':I) 6. PATIENT RELAfJONSHIP TO INSURED ; .INSIJRF.D'SADDRESS (No.,Strael) 
t1951 N HAMPTON RD Sillf fg] Sp0<1seO ChridD 0111;,rO · 1951 N HAMPTON RD 
{CITY 
\BOISE 
!LIP CODE !TELEPHONE {lnduda Araa Co~ei 









2083538235 83704 ~083538235 
!i. OTHER IN-_S_U_R_E_D-.s-,-,A)-M_E_{_LQ..j.Sl_' N-~--m-,e-. F-.-.-: "-,a-rn-.-, -M-,c-dl_e_l;,-,!i-.:-, --+~0-lf-, p-,.-ff-lE_N_r_s_c_o_N_D_fl_H_J_N-R-,E-lA-,E-.f\-. -TO-,--t-1-1 -IN_S_U_R-EO_'_S_P_O_ll_C_V_G_R_O_ll_,P,_O_R_F_E_C_A_N_U_M_BE_R ______ --t 
~ OTHER INSURED'S POLICY OR GROl!P NUMBER a EMFLOYfo11ENT? (Cur.::\nt ~r ?revi('.'lu-;;.} 
• YES IKl NO 
OF BIRTH SEX 
M [] F • 
,b.RESERVED FOR NllCC: USE b. AUTO ACCIDENT? PlA~E \Slttfel :_CTHER CLAIM ID i.'OeS.'Oflnll!t'.l by Nt..'CC) 
• YES fKI NOL_j 
~.Pf:SER\JED FOR NUCC USE c. OTHER ACCiDENTI AINSURANCE PLAN NAM:: OR PROGRAM NAME 
i 0 vEs I[] NO JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
/ 
:!.INf,!JRIINCE PLAN NAME OR PROGRAM N.O.ME 
I 
l READ BACK OF H)RM BEFOflt COMPLETING /l. SIGNING T>IJS FORM 
f I/. P',ti.Tr~NT'S OR AUTHOR!ZEU PERSON'S Sl(iNJ\TlJRF.: I ;:tt;\~ri7.e 111l' (;t.JOs'!.e t'rl :mv :tl(!~ht.tti cr,>!hl"<inf:mna!i.,fi ll~C>!!')f.$;,., JI) )'W'c;,:g,;.s lhlot 
~ !':tri!;n. t ,1\-sq ,.:17r.:t'!r,I µRynV:111 t.rr QC.,V,!Hl{1'l;~l11 IY:>lltltlf~ r.i111r:, llJ my,:clJ <.lt to thu IJl•t1J '!r.1(1 :l!:C"'(,·U n~!_JHl~'.l twl&.¥. 
I siGNED Signature On File DATE 110814 
I 
I UlATE OF CURRENT 11.LNESS, INJURY. er PREGNANGY {LMP) 1S.OTl-l~R DATE 
(llJI\L ! t1'JAL : 
,·., N,\ME OF REFf:RP.ING PROVIDER c,R OTHER SOURCE !]ii;> 
17b. NF'I j cox RODDE 
cc 




J ! S.ICN..:,.n.,r;t;: OF PHY-$1•.'.;IAN OR. SU?r"'lL!ER 
!NCLt:OE O~GR;;ES OR CP.EC-ENTrAJ..S 
• fKI 
~' ;",t111.ify \h~l the !:t;1lemP.t'1i5 t:lll the· CC'"ltefS'!' li<fll)' 







01375490 IKl YE$ • NO: 
.)2 SERVICE l'AG!LITY LOCATION INFORMATION 
ST ALPHONSUS RMC 
1055 N CORTIS ROAD 
BOISE ID 837061309 
1649357716 
IS THERE ANOTHER HEAL TH BENEFIT PLAN7 
D YES [l NO If yes. complete items 9, 9a, and !l<I. 
13. INSURED'$ OR AUTHORIZED PERSON'S SIGNATURE I aU',\iori.ze 
".lyn1ent of medical t:enefits to tho l.UldafS.igned physician or supplier for 
- rvice~ <!esr...rii:-&:I be-fO'.,¥. 
SIGNEDSIGNATURE ON FILE 
6.0ATES UNABLE TO WORK m CURRENT OCCUPATION 
FROM TO 
0. OIJTSIDE LAB? • CHARGES 
0 YES ~ Nol 
2. RESUBMISSION 
CODE ORIGINAL REF. NO 
?.PRIOR i.Un-tORIZAT!ON NIJMEER 
F 
SCHAROEG ' ID REtJOeRING 
~ROVlOER 10. # 
30.Rsvd for NUCC Lisa 
0 
33. BILLING PROVIDER INFO . .Pli # 2 Q 8 3 6 7 213 Q 
SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL 
PO BOX 3527 
PORTLAND OR 972083527 
"1649357716 







Apr. 14. 2015 4:23PM Tr-ty-Hea1th URO / SSC 
OR!Gl~JAL 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384~5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
No.7124 P. 1 
NO, ____ ...,... __ ..,. __ 
A.M. ____ ~_,L~¼. 6,~ I 
APR 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA HOLDEN 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE · 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
Tiffi BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
CO:MMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T, 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR· 
DAMAGES 
COMES NOW Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint Alphonsus"), by 
and through its counsel, E]am & Burke, P.A., and for causes of action against the defendants, the 
Ada County Sheriff Gary Rainey, in his Official Capacity ("Ada County Sheriff'), Ada County, 
I 
and the Board of Ada County Commissio~, hereby ~tates and alleges and follows: I . 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED CO:MPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES - l 
000033
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PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 
l , Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center (herein~er "SARMC'') is a hospital 
facility licensed under the laws of the State of Idaho·and is located in Boise, Ada County, Idaho. 
2. Defendants Ada County, the Ada County Sheriff and the Board of Ada County 
Cornmissione.-s are govemmental bodies responsible with furnishing all persons committed to 
the county jail with necessary food, clothing, bedding, .and Illedical care. 
3. This action is brought pursuant to state law to obtain a declaration of SAR.i.v.lC's 
rights and force· the defendants to pay for necessary medical. care it provided to an individual 
who atte~pted suicide while incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the custody of the Ada 
County Sheriff. 
4. Jurisdiction and Venue are proper in the Ada County District Coul1 of the Fourth 
Judicial, State of Idaho with regard to SARMC's claims because the parties at issue in this action 
and all of the events giving rise to it are located within Ada County, Idaho. 
GENERAL FACTS 
5. On January 21, 2014, I. C-T. (hereinafter "Patient") was charged with domestic 
battery or assault in the presence of a child, Idaho Code § 18-918(4), in the Fom1h Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No. CR-MD-2014-0000913 
(''First Criminal Case"). 
6, The Patient was arraigned by video in front of the Ada County magistrate on 
January 21, 2014. (See Exhibit A.). He entered a not guilty plea and a bond of $1,000 was 
entered. (Id) At the time of arraignment. he was in the custody of the Ada CoUnty Sheriff and 
incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. (Id.) He remained incarcerated at the Ada County Jail from 
that time through March 27, 2014. 
VERJFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES - 2 , . 
000034
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7. On March 27, 2014. while still incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the Ada 
County Sheriff's custody, he was charged with three counts of sexual abuse of a minor under 
sixteen years of age, Idaho Code § 18~1506, in a separate criminal matter in the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No, CR-FE-2014-0004295 
("Second Criminal Case"). (Exhibit B.) 
8. On that same date, March 27, 2014, the Patient attempted to commit suicide by 
hanging himself. He was then transp01ted to SARMC in critical condition on that same date to 
receive care and treatment. Ultimately, due to the seriousness of the injury, he required care and 
treatment until May 24, 2014, when he was then discharged and released from SARMC's care. 
9. On April 4, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attoiney for Ada County filed an Ex-
Parte Motion to Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and WaITant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
cu11-ently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to detennine if he will make 
a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this 
time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate the 
transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek reinstatement of 
the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point where he can be 
released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the cwTent charges. The 
Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to· run as he has yet to be 
arraigned, 
(Exhibit C.) An Order of Release was signed by Magistrate Judge James Cawthon and entered 
that same date. (Exhibit D.) 
10. A pre~trial conference had been scheduled for April 3, 2014 in the First Criminal. 
Case. In the Magistrate Minutes/Notice of Hearing, Magistrate Judge Theresa Gardunia noted 
I 
that the patient was recently charged with another felony and, while in custody, anempted . . I . 
' . 
I 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
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suicide and was still in the hospital. (Exhibit E.) The Magistrate Judge noted that the State 
moved to "ROR" on that day, and an Order of Releas~ was entered the same date. (Exhibits E, 
F.) The pre-trial conference was then reset for thirty days out (Exhibit E.) 
11. On May 5, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss without Pl'ejudice for the Second Criminal Case. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Wan·ant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital comiected to a breathing tube, and 
although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. 
The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to Mexico for long-term care through the Mexican consulate. At this 
time it is unlrn.own when or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to stand 
trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to have 
him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant retum to the United 
States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates refiling the 
charges. 
(Exhibit G,) An Order to Dismiss without Prejudice was then entered on May 8, 2014. (Ex. H.) 
12. On May 8, 2014, the State moved to dismiss the First Criminal Case, and the 
Court dismissed it on that date. 
13. The Patient ultimately incurred $304,374.92 in medical expenses/bill during his 
stay at SARMC from March 27, 2014 through his discharge on May 24, 2014. (Exhibit I.) These 
medical expenses/bills were submitted to the defendants for payment. The Ada County Sheriff 
paid for the medical care and treatment provided by SARMC through the date on which both 
orders for Release on his Own Recognizance were entered, which was April 4, 2014. Despite a 
demand from SARMC for payment on the remaining dates of service, the Ada County Sheriff 
has refused to make any further payments relating to the remaining medical services even though 
the Patient required.care and treatment at SARMC through May 24, 2014. The remaining unpaid 
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14. Plaintiff reasserts the allegations contained in all the preceding paragraphs, and 
incorporates the same herein as if set fo1th fully. 
15. Plaintiff may properly bling an action for declaratory judgment pursuant to the 
Idaho Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act, Idaho Code §§ J0wl201~ et seq., to obtain a 
declaration of its rights) status or other legal relations under the applicable statutes with regard to 
the defendants' actions. 
16. Idaho Code § 20"604 states as follows: 
20-604. CONFINEMENT -- ORDER OF 11IB COURT. Any district judge or 
magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon any grounds provided 
by law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement facility within the 
judicial district in which the court is located. Such order may thereafter be 
amended to tmnsfer such person from such jail or facility to another at any place 
within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located has made an 
agreement with another governmental unit or agency located outside the judicial 
district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district judge or 
magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or detained 
outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail described in such 
agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a jail or confinement 
facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement upon receiving a 
certified copy of an order made pu1·suant to this section. 
17, Idaho Code§ 20-605 states as follows: 
20~605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The county wherein any court has entered 
an order pursuant to section 20~604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect 
costs of the detention or confinement of the person to the governmental unit or 
agency owning or operating the jail ot· confinement facilities in which the person 
was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the county 
wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental unit or agency 
owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In the absence of such 
I 
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agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the 
charge for each person confined or detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars. 
($35.00) per day, plus the cost of any medical or dental services paid at the rate of 
reimbursement as provided in chapter 35, tide 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
reimbursement is otherwise established by· contract or agreement; pi·ovided, 
however, that the county may determine whether the detained or confined person 
is eligible .for any local, state, federal or private program that covers dental, 
medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be required to apply for those 
benefits, and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the detained or 
confined person's incui-red expenses, and .in the event of the death of such 
detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order shall 
pay all actual buri1d costs. Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, 
Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not 
relievie the county of its obligation of paying the med:ical care expenses imposed 
in this section. In case a person confined or detained was in:itially arrested by a 
city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of this state or for 
violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or detention shall be a 
charge against such city by the county wherein the order of confinement was 
entered. All payments under this section shall be acted upon for each calendar 
nionth by the second Monday of the month following the date of billing. 
18. A declaratory judgment is sought declaring the actions and the non-actions of the 
Defendants invalid, illegal, and in deprivation of the rights of the Plaintiff as a medical care 
provider who provided medical services and incurred medical expenses for the treatment and 
care provided to an inmate of the Ada County Sheriff. 
19. Plaintiff brings this action on its own behalf as an entity entitled to reimbursement 
from Defendants for medical expenses incurred for the medical treatment and care of an Ada 
County :inmate. 
20. Defendants have inappropriately and improperly denied SARMC's claim for the 
reimbursement of medical e.'(penses incurred for the medical 1J:eatment and care provided to the 
Patient pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-605, 
21. Thus, Pla:intiff respectfully requests that this Court enter a declaratory judgment 
declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20w604; 20-605 defendants improperly denied 
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SARMC's claim for reimbursement of medical expenses for the medical treatment and care of 
the Patient and also declare that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20~605 that defendants must 
reimburse SARMC at the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code, 
which tesults in the amount of $97,835.18 for medical expenses incurred for the medical care 
and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014. 
22. The relief sought herein is essential to preserve Plaintiff's rights and 
reimbursement pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-605. 
23. Plaintiff has no other speedy or adequate remedy of law. 
COUNT II 
24. Plaintiff re~alleges each and every allegation in paragraphs 1 through 23 and 
incorporates the same herein as though fully set forth. 
25. As previously alleged in this Complaint, Plaintiff pi:ovided medical treatment and 
care to the Patient, an Ada County inmate, from March 27, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
incurring medical expenses totaling $304,374.92. 
26. While the Ada County She1iff paid for the dates of service from March 27, 2014 
through April 4, 2014, .. it has not paid anything further for the remaining dates of service through 
May 24, 2014. Plaintiff sent a demand to the Ada County Sheriffs Office requesting that 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 20-605 the Ada County Sheriff's Office reimburse SARMC at the rate 
of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid 
balance, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the amount of 
$97,835.18 for the medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC 
rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24,'2014. 
I 
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27. The Ada County Sheriff wrongfully and improperly denied SAR.t\i!C's request 
and/or demand to reimburse SAR.ivIC at the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, 
Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid balance, which reduced to the appropl'iate rate of 
reimbursement results in the amount of $97,835.18 for the medical expenses incuned for the 
medical care and tJ:eatment SAR.iv.IC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 
2014, 
28. Ada County and/or the Ada County Sheriff has violated. the provisions of Idaho 
Code §§ 20-604, 20-605 by refusing and failing to reimburse SARMC at the rate of 
reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 
tln·ough May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the 
amount of $97,835.18, 
29. Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial as a direct result of 
Ada County and/or the Ada County Sheriff's failure and refusal to reimburse SARMC at the rate 
of reimbursement as provid.ed in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 
through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the 
amount of $97,835.18. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
_ WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff prays for the following relief: 
COUNTI 
I 
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" 
1. For a declaratory judgment declaring that ptu"Suant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-
605, defendants improperly denied SARMC's claim ·for reimbursement of medical expenses for 
the medical treatment and care ofivan Castillo-Tellez from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
2. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-
605, defendants shall reimburse SARlvfC at the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, 
Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses incuITed for the medical care and treatment 
SARivfC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the 
apprnpriate rate of reimbursement results in the amount of $97,835.18, 
3, That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and fiu1her relief as the Court may deem 
just and equitable. 
COUNT II 
4. That the Plaintiff be awarded damages in an amount to be proven at trial but no 
less than the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the 
medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient 
from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of 
reimbursement results in the amount of $97.835.18. 
5. That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and fi.u1her relief as the Cou1t may deem 
just and equitable. 
? 
DATED this A day of April, 2015. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By_---7'-.--_._ _ __;'-------
Rob A. Ben-y-O(the Finn 
:Attorneys for Petitioner 
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VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Michael W, Frith, being first duly sworn, upon oath deposes and says: 
That he is the Regional Manager of Patient Accounts for plaintiff, Saint Alphonsus · 
Regional Medical Center, in the above~entitled action and that he has read the foregoing 
VERJFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES, knows the contents thereof, and believes the same to be nue. 
Regional Manager, Patient Accounts 
Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this ]k::day of April, 2015. 
.. , ........ ,,., 
'' LOC . '"11 _,,, )" .I. ~, .... 
,• •·•••••• t)l.:i •' •• .•~--~· -r. 
:' ••• No ~·~~, : : 1:11. IP :- : ',Pr;,, : v, • .<i •, A . ; 
:-\\. V •! tr "•. IJ I.JC · .- · 
" .,.>.....,/\ '• ... r -~ ... ~. .. ··• . ' / 
# ...... o,,.•••••••·. . ' 
''• :f DA\\~ ~w. · · . ,,,, ......... 111' ,·. 
N~~IDAHO 
Residingat: -
My CommissionExjres: ~? 
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CERTn'ICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l < day of April, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR. 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES to be served &y the 
method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Sheri-y A Morgan 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Fax: 287-7719 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(d} Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
Robert~ th 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
•-----:;:Flr;;U!'r\""o ~-1..i"'"":'"• 7'\ 0:::--
.P.M , • 
A.M.----
MAY 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By \;ANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, in 
his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 















Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFF'S 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 38 
COME NOW, Defendants Ada County Sheri.ff Gary Raney, 1 Ada County, and the Board 
I 
of Ada County Commissioners ("Defendants"), by cind through their attorneys of record, Sherry 
I 
1 The caption as provided by Plaintiff misspells Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney's name. 
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A. Morgan, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and Joseph D. Mallet, Special Deputy 
Prosecuting Attorney, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, and submit their Answer to 
Plaintiffs Verified First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for 
Damages ("Amended Complaint"), and admit, deny, and allege as follows: 
FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint fails to state a claim against Defendants upon which relief 
can be granted and should be dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b) of the Idaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
Defendants deny each and every allegation of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint not herein 
specifically and expressly admitted. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
I. 
PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 
1. Answering paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center ("SARMC") is a hospital facility located in Boise, 
Ada County, Idaho, but are without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truth of the 
remaining allegations contained therein and therefore deny the same. 
2. Answering paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
I 
that Ada County is a duly formed and existing coun~ pursuant to the laws and Constitution of the 
I 
State of Idaho. The Defendants further admit that GclF)7 Raney is the elected Ada County Sheriff, 
I 
and that the Board of Ada County Commissioners are the elected county commissioners for Ada 
County, pursuant to chapter 7, title 31, Idaho Code. The Defendants further admit that Idaho 
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Code § 20-612 speaks for itself. The Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained 
therein. 
3. Answering paragraph 3 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, to the extent that a 
response is required, the Defendants deny each and every allegation contained therein. 
4. Answering paragraph 4 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that jurisdiction and venue are proper in the Ada County District Court of the Fourth Judicial 
District, State of Idaho, since the parties at issue in this action are located in Ada County, Idaho, 




5. Answering paragraph 5 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
the allegations contained therein. 
6. Answering paragraph 6 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
the allegations contained therein. 
7. Answering paragraph 7 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
the allegations contained therein. 
8. Answering paragraph 8 of Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that on March 27, 2014, the Patient attempted to commit suicide by hanging, and was transported 
to SARMC on the same date. The Defendants admit that the Patient was discharged from 
I 
SARMC on or about May 24, 2014. The Defendants! are without sufficient information to form a 
, I 
belief as to the truth of the allegation regarding whether the Patient was transported to SARMC 
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m critical condition, and therefore deny the same. The Defendants deny the remaining 
allegations contained therein. 
9. Answering paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that on April 4, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed an Ex-Parte Motion to 
Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance, and that said document speaks for itself. The 
Defendants admit that on April 4, 2014, Magistrate Judge James Cawthon entered an Order of 
Release in case no. CR-FE-2014-0004295, which ordered that the Patient be released from 
custody. 
10. Answering paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that a hearing was held in case no. CR-MD-2014-0000913 in front of Magistrate Judge Teresa 
Gardunia on April 3, 2014, and that the Magistrate Minutes/Notice of Hearing speaks for itself. 
The Defendants admit that on April 3, 2014, a Magistrate Judge entered an Order of Release in 
case no. CR-MD-2014-0000913, which ordered that the Patient be released from custody. 
11. Answering paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that on May 5, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to Dismiss 
Without Prejudice in case no. CR-FE-2014-0004295, and that the document speaks for itself. 
The Defendants admit that on May 9, 2014, an Order to Dismiss without Prejudice was entered 
in case no. CR-FE-2014-0004295. 
12. Answering paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
the allegations contained therein. 
13. Answering paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
I 
that the Ada County Sheriff paid for the Patient's medical care provided by SARMC from March 
27, 2014, through April 4, 2014 only, since the Patient was no longer in the custody of the Ada 
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County Sheriff as of April 4, 2014 pursuant to the Magistrate Judges' orders releasing the Patient 
from the Ada County Sheriff's custody. The Defendants are without sufficient information to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations concerning the amount of the expenses/bills 
ultimately incurred by the Patient, as well as the amount of the remaining unpaid balance, if any, 




14. Answering paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants 
admit, deny and otherwise answer the previous paragraphs as already set forth in this Answer. 
15. The allegations contained in paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint call 
for a legal conclusion, and the Defendants are not required to admit or deny the allegations of a 
legal conclusion under the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
16. Answering paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that Idaho Code § 20-604 speaks for itself. 
17. Answering paragraph 1 7 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that Idaho Code § 20-605 speaks for itself. 
18. Answering paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
I 
19. Answering paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
I 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
20. Answering paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
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21. Answering paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
22. Answering paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
23. Answering paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
IV. 
COUNT II 
24. Answering paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants 
admit, deny and otherwise answer the previous paragraphs as already set forth in this Answer. 
25. Answering paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that the Plaintiff provided care to the Patient from March 27, 2014 through May 24, 2014. The 
Defendants are without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
I 
concerning the amount of the expenses/bills ultimately incurred by the Patient, and therefore 
deny the same. The Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained therein. 
26. Answering paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants admit 
that the Ada County Sheriff paid for the Patient's medical care provided by SARMC from March 
27, 2014, through April 4, 2014 only, since the Patient was no longer in the custody of the Ada 
. 
County Sheriff as of April 4, 2014 pursuant to the Magistrate Judges' orders releasing the Patient 
from the Ada County Sheriffs custody. The Defeldants admit that on or about December 2, 
2014, counsel for SARMC sent a letter to counsel fJ the Ada County Sheriff, and that the letter 
I 
speaks for itself. The Defendants are without sufficient information to form a belief as to the 
truth of the allegations concerning the amount of the expenses/bills ultimately incurred by the 
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Patient, as well as the amount of the remaining unpaid balance, if any, and therefore deny the 
same. The Defendants deny the remaining allegations contained therein. 
27. Answering paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
28. Answering paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
29. Answering paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, the Defendants deny 
each and every allegation contained therein. 
V. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
COUNTI 
30. Answering paragraph 1 of Count I of Plaintiffs Prayer for Relief, the Defendants 
object to and/or deny each and every allegation contained therein. 
31. Answering paragraph 2 of Count I of Plaintiffs Prayer for Relief, the Defendants 
object to and/or deny each and every allegation contained therein. 
32. Answering paragraph 3 of Count I of Plaintiffs Prayer for Relief, the Defendants 




33. Answering paragraph 4 of Count II o~Plaintiffs Prayer for Relief, the Defendants 
~ 
object to and/or deny each and every allegation contained therein. 
l 
34. Answering paragraph 5 of Count II of1Plaintiffs Prayer for Relief, the Defendants 
object to and/or deny each and every allegation contained therein. 
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As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that, insofar as Plaintiffs 
Amended Complaint sets forth claims based upon tort law, said claims are either barred or 
limited by the Idaho Tort Claims Act. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that Plaintiff failed to take 
reasonable action to mitigate its damages. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that all acts and/or omissions, if 
any, of the Defendants were undertaken in good faith and without malice or criminal intent, and 
without gross negligence or reckless, willful and wanton conduct. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, all actions by the Defendants were performed and 
undertaken under just and reasonable circumstances and in all respects were reasonable, proper, 
legal and according to applicable rules and law. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that the claims as stated in 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint are barred by the doctrines of collateral estoppel and res judicata. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that the claims as stated in 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint are barred based j on the failure to exhaust administrative 
remedies. 
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As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants allege that the claims as stated in 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint are barred based on the failure to properly submit a valid claim. 
ELEVENTH DEFENSE 
As and for an affirmative defense, the Defendants have not been able to engage in 
sufficient discovery to learn all of the facts and circumstances relating to matters described in the 
Plaintiffs Amended Complaint and therefore request the Court to permit the Defendants to 
amend their Answer to Plaintiffs Amended Complaint and assert further affirmative defenses 
and other defenses once discovery has been completed. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
As a direct result of the filing of this action, the Defendants have been compelled to retain 
the services of the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney, Civil Division, and have and will continue 
to incur fees and costs in defense thereof and request that they be granted reasonable attorney 
fees pursuant to Idaho Code§ 6-918A, § 12-117, § 12-120(3), § 12-121, and/or I.R.C.P. 54, and 
all applicable Idaho law or rules of civil procedure. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defendants hereby request a jury trial in this matter. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray the Court enter judgment as follows: 
1. That Plaintiff take nothing by way of its Amended Complaint; 
I 
2. That the Amended Complaint be dismissed; 
I 
3. That judgment be entered in favor of the Defendants on all claims for relief; 
1 
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4. That the Court award reasonable attorney fees and costs necessarily incurred to 
Defendants in this action; and 
5. That the Court grant such other and further relief as may be just under these 
circumstances. 
DATED this !S._~fMay 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /!5 day of May 2015, I served a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing ANSWER TO PLAINTIFF'S VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES to 
the following person by the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83 70 
__ Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Certified Mail 
--b- Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
~ --- .• -.. ,.-;,--., =.r.i"_':r,n~~: ... -... ::;.1,,4~~,::;;.-·=:.-=--=: 
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Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
COME NOW, Defendants Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney, Ada County, and the Board 
of Ada County Commissioners ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, Sherry 
A. Morgan, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and Joseph D. Mallet, Special Deputy 
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Prosecuting Attorney, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, and moves this Court for an 
order granting partial summary judgment. 
This Motion is made and based upon Defendants' Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment and the Affidavits filed in support thereof, as well as the pleadings 
and other documents on file with the Court. 
I ..Jt--DATED this (o~ of August, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: ~. 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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(:ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /lo day of August, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT to the 
following person by the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
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Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
ADA COUNTY'S MEMORANDUM IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COME NOW Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney, Ada County, and the Board of Ada 
County Commissioners ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, Sherry A. 
Morgan, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and Joseph D. Mallet, Special Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, and hereby submit their Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
A, ADA COUNTY'S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
I~ JUDGMENT-PAGE 1 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
This case arises from the attempted suicide of an inmate ("I. C.-T.")1 housed at the Ada 
County Jail in March of 2014, and involves the responsibility of payment for the medical bills 
incurred by I. C.-T. at St. Alphonsus as a result of the suicide attempt. 
On March 25, 2015, Plaintiff, St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center ("St. Alphonsus"), 
filed a Verified Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for Damages ("First 
Complaint") against the Ada County Sheriffs Office, Ada County, and the Board of Ada County 
Commissioners. After communications with counsel for Defendants, St. Alphonsus filed a 
Verified First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for Damages and 
named as defendants Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney2 in his Official Capacity, Ada County, and 
the Board of Ada County Commissioners ("Amended Complaint"). 
In the Amended Complaint, St. Alphonsus alleges that Ada County is responsible for 
payment of the entirety of I. C.-T.'s medical bills pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605. 
While the Defendants agree that the Ada County Sheriff is liable for payment of medical bills 
while I. C-. T. was in his custody, and in fact the Sheriff paid those bills, they disagree that Idaho 
Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 create any liability in this instance, and argue that they are not liable 
for any medical bills incurred after the court-ordered release of I. C.-T. from the Sheriffs custody 
and the dismissal of the criminal charges against him. 
The Defendants bring this partial motion for summary judgment as to Count I of the 
Amended Complaint, as Count I asks for a legal determination regarding the applicability of 
Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605 in this case. Should the Court agree with the Defendants that 
1 For privacy purposes, Ada County will refer to the inmate's name by initials. 
2 Since the filing of this lawsuit, Sheriff Raney has retired from office, and the new Ada County Sheriff is Steve 
Bartlett. 
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these statutes do not apply and do not create liability on the part of the Defendants, Count II of 
the Amended Complaint will be moot. However, should the Court find that the statutes do apply, 
the parties will litigate the liability allegations in Count II of the Amended Complaint. 
II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND3 
On January 20, 2014, I. C.-T. was arrested in Ada County by the Boise Police Department 
and charged with one misdemeanor count of Domestic Battery or Assault Enhancement - In the 
Presence of a Child, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 18-918(4), case no. CR-MD-2014-0000913. Aff. 
of L. Shaffer, Ex. A, p. 1; Amended Complaint, ~ 5. I. C.-T. was booked into the Ada County 
Jail on the same date. Aff. of L. Shaffer, Ex. A, p. 1. I. C.-T. was arraigned on January 21, 2014, 
during which he entered a not guilty plea, and a bond was set at $1,000. Amended Complaint, 
Ex. A. Also on that date, I. C.-T. was placed on an Immigration Detainer by the Department of 
Homeland Security. Aff. ofL. Shaffer, Ex. A, p. 2; Ex. B. 
I. C.-T. did not post bond and remained in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff. On 
March 26, 2014, while still in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff and housed in the Ada 
County Jail, I. C.-T. was arrested by the Boise City Police and charged with three felony counts 
of Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under the Age of 16, pursuant to Idaho Code § 18-1506. Aff. of L. 
Shaffer, Ex. A, p. 3. I. C.-T.'s video arraignment for these felony charges was scheduled for 
March 27, 2014 at 1 :30 p.m. Id. 
On March 27, 2014, prior to his arraignment, I. C.-T. attempted suicide by hanging 
himself. Amended Complaint, ~ 8. I. C.-T. was taken by the Ada County Paramedics to St. 
Alphonsus in critical condition. Id. 
3 The documents attached to the affidavits ofLouissa Shaffer and Judy Morris have been redacted to remove I. C.-T.'s 
identifying information. 
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On April 3, 2014, in case no. CR-MD-2014-0000913, I. C.-T.'s pre-trial hearing was 
reset to May 8, 2014, with the court noting: 
Please reset 30 days out. Defendant was recently charged with FE (3 counts) and 
while in custody Defendant attempted suicide and is still in hospital care. 
Defendant is expected to live, but long term health is in question. State moves to 
ROR today. 
Amended Complaint, Ex., E. Also on April 3, 2014, in the same case, the magistrate judge 
issued an Order of Release, which reads: 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: IT IS 
HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named Defendant be released from custody 
this case only. 
Id., Ex. F. 
The next day, the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office filed in case no. CR-FE-
2014-0004295 an Ex-Parte Motion to Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance. The 
Motion states: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
currently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and are unable to determine if he will 
make a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at 
this time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate 
the transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek 
reimbursement of the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point 
where he can be released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the current 
charges. The Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to run as he has yet 
to be arraigned. 
Id .. Ex. C. That same day, Magistrate Judge James Cawthon signed an Order of Release in Case 
No. FE-2014-0004295, which reads: 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: IT IS 
HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named Defendant be released from custody 
ROR. This case only. 
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Id., Ex. D. As of this moment, I. C-T. was no longer in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff. 
On May 5, 2014, in case no. CR-FE-2014-0004295, the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney's Office filed a Motion to Dismiss Without Prejudice, which reads in part: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube, and 
although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. 
The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to Mexico for long-term care through the Mexican consulate. At this 
time it is unknown when or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to stand 
trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to have 
him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant return to the United 
States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates refiling the 
charges. 
Id., Ex. G. On May 9, 2014, in the same case, the court issued an Order to Dismiss Without 
Prejudice, which reads: 
THE COURT, having received the State's Motion to Dismiss pursuant to a 
Motion to Dismiss filed by the State, does hereby Order that the Complaint filed 
on or about March 27, 2014, in the above captioned case be dismissed without 
prejudice due to the Defendant's physical and mental condition as represented by 
the State which requires the Defendant to be in a long-term care facility located in 
Mexico as arranged by the Mexican consulate. 
Id.,Ex. H. 
On May 24, 2014, I. C.-T. was discharged from St. Alphonsus. Amended Complaint, ,r 
13.4 
The Ada County Sheriffs Office authorized payment of all of I. C.-T. 's medical bills at 
the allowed rate from March 27, 2014, through April 4, 2014, which was the time I. C.-T. was in 
the custody of the Ada County Sheriff. Aff. ofK. Fike. These payments totalled $67,568.84. Id. 
4 On September 3, 2014, the Board of Ada County Commissioners)1upheld the Initial Determination Denial for 
County Assistance in I. C.-T. 's application for medical indigency assistance. Aff. of J. Morris, Ex. A. St. Alphonsus 
was a Third Party Applicant in the indigency case, and did not seek judicial review of the final determination as 
provided in Idaho Code§ 31-1506. Id. 
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The charges incurred by I. C.-T. after he was released from custody were not paid since, as 
argued herein, Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff have no such legal obligation. 
III. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 
A moving party is entitled to summary judgment when "the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter oflaw." I.R.C.P. 
56(c). Rule 56(c) requires entry of summary judgment against a nonmoving "party who fails to 
make a showing sufficient to establish the existence of an element essential to that party's case 
and in which that party will bear the burden of proof at trial." Olsen v. J.A. Freeman Co., 117 
Idaho 706, 720-721, 791 P.2d 1285, 1299-1300 (1990) (citing Celotex v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 
106 S.Ct. 2548 (1986)). 
In opposing the motion, '"a mere scintilla of evidence or only slight doubt as to the facts 
is not sufficient to create a genuine issue for purposes of summary judgment." Samuel v. 
Hepworth, Nungester & Lezamiz, Inc., 134 Idaho 84, 87, 996 P.2d 303, 306 (2000) (citations 
omitted) ( emphasis added). "The non-moving party 'must respond to the summary judgment 
motion with specific facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial."' Id ( citations omitted). 
Moreover, "an adverse party may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of that party's 
pleadings .... " I.R.C.P. 56(e). 
IV. ARGUMENT 
St. Alphonsus brings this action pursuant to the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, 
Idaho Code§ 10-1201, which provides as follows: 
Courts of record within their respective jurisdictions shall have the power to 
declare rights, status, and other legal relations, whether or not further relief is or 
could be claimed. No action or proceeding shall be open to objection on the 
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ground that a declaratory judgment or decree is prayed for. The declaration may 
be either affirmative or negative in form and effect, and such declarations shall 
have the force and effect of a final judgment or decree. 
Idaho Code§ 10-1201. 
St. Alphonsus alleges that Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 create liability on the part of 
Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff for the payment of the hospital bills incurred by I. C.-T. 
after he was released from custody by order of the court and the pending charges against him 
were dismissed by the Ada County Prosecutor. However, as discussed below, these two statutes 
are inapplicable to this case, and as such, Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff are under no 
obligation to pay the remainder of I. C.-T.'s medical bills, as he was not within the custody of the 
Sheriff when the charges were incurred. 5 
As there are no genuine issues as to any material fact, the Defendants respectfully reqpest 
that this Court grant summary judgment in their favor, and issue a declaratory judgment that 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 do not create liability on the part of the Defendants for I. C.-
T.' s medical bills incurred after he was released from custody by order of the court. 
A. The Idaho Supreme Court has Already Held that Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 
Are Specific Reimbursement Statutes that Only Apply to the Housing of Prisoners 
in Another County. 
The statutes at issue in this case are Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605. Section 20-604 
reads in its entirety: 
Any district judge or magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon 
any grounds provided by law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement 
facility within the judicial district in which the court is located. Such order may 
thereafter be amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility to another 
at any place within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located 
has made an agreement with another governmental unit or agency located outside 
the judicial district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district 
5 Idaho's medical indigency statutes notwithstanding. 




judge or magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or 
detained outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail described 
in such agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a jail or 
confinement facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement upon 
receiving a certified copy of an order made pursuant to this section. 
Idaho Code § 20-605 follows along the same line, and reads in its entirety: 
The county wherein any court has entered an order pursuant to section 20-604, 
Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or confinement 
of the person to the governmental unit or agency owning or operating the jail or 
confinement facilities in which the person was confined or detained. The amount 
of such direct and indirect costs shall be determined on a per day per person basis 
by agreement between the county wherein the court entered the order and the 
county or governmental unit or agency owning or operating such jail or 
confinement facilities. In the absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as 
provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the charge for each person confined or 
detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars($ 35.00) per day, plus the cost of 
any medical or dental services paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided in 
chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise 
established by contract or agreement; provided, however, that the county may 
determine whether the detained or confined person is eligible for any local, state, 
federal or private program that covers dental, medical and/or burial expenses. That 
person will be required to apply for those benefits, and any such benefits obtained 
may be applied to the detained or confined person's incurred expenses, and in the 
event of the death of such detained or confined person, the county wherein the 
court entered the order shall pay all actual burial costs. Release from an order 
pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving 
medical treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the 
medical care expenses imposed in this section. In case a person confined or 
detained was initially arrested by a city police officer for violation of the motor 
vehicle laws of this state or for violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such 
confinement or detention shall be a charge against such city by the county wherein 
the order of confinement was entered. All payments under this section shall be 
acted upon for each calendar month by the second Monday of the month 
following the date of billing. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has already ruled on the applicability of Idaho Code §§ 20-604 
and 20-605, and the Court's ruling is still good law today. In County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 
110 Idaho 292, 715 P.2d 962 (1986), the Court was asked to decide the extent to which the City 
of Pocatello was liable to Bannock County for incarceration costs at the Bannock County Jail. 
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Bannock County brought the lawsuit against the City of Pocatello regarding the nonpayment of 
costs for housing persons in the Bannock County Jail for violations of Pocatello city ordinances, 
offenses arising under title 49 of the Idaho Code (motor vehicle violations), and other 
misdemeanor offenses. Id., p. 293, 963. Pocatello denied any liability except for the expenses 
arising from the detention of violators of the city ordinances.6 Id. 
The Court ruled that § 20-605 could not be examined in a vacuum, and thoroughly 
considered "the statute's history and its evolution through amendment." Id., p. 294, 964. The 
Court noted that the 1973 amendment of§§ 20-604, 20-605 and 20-606 "broadened the authority 
of the courts to send prisoners outside the county where they were charged by enabling a judge to 
order the confinement of prisoners in other non-contiguous counties." Id. The Court then 
referred specifically to §§ 20-604 and 20-605: 
Id. 
LC. § 20-604, as amended, enables a district judge or magistrate to order prisoners 
confined in any county jail in that judicial district, or in any other county if an 
agreement to that effect exists between the counties. LC. § 20-605, as amended, 
defines which county is responsible for the cost of jailing prisoners in another 
county. 
The Court went on to discuss the interplay of these statutes with Idaho Code § 20~612, 
and provided its determination of the meaning of the statutes: 
That LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 only regulate the city's and the county's 
responsibility for prisoners housed in counties other than those in which the city is 
situated, becomes apparent when one considers that LC. § 20-612 was not 
amended in 1973, but remains in effect today. As noted above, LC. § 20-612 
places on the county commissioners the complete duty to pay, with county funds, 
for all prisoners housed in that county. To interpret LC. § 20-612 as the county 
does would require that we ignore LC. § 20-612 presumably because LC.§ 20-605 
has superseded LC. § 20-612 .... A more reasonable alternative to the county's 
6 Historically, Bannock County was reimbursed by Pocatello pursuant to Idaho Code § 50-302A, which was enacted 
in 1970. The parties' conflicting interpretations of§ 20-605, which was enacted in 1973, gave rise to the lawsuit. 
County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 110 at 293, 963. 
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interpretation is that LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 are specific statutes which 
pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county, while LC. § 20-612 
applies to prisoners housed within the county. 
Id., p. 295, 965 (emphasis in original).7 
The practical application of these statutes is apparent. For example, Boise County does 
not currently have its own county jail. Aff. of Lt. A. Shephard. Boise County therefore has 
entered into an agreement with Ada County to house Boise County inmates in the Ada County 
Jail. Id. Under this agreement ( and pursuant to § 20-605), a district judge or magistrate in Boise 
County can order a defendant in that county to be confined in the Ada County Jail. Id. When 
this occurs, Boise County is responsible for all direct and indirect costs of detention or 
confinement of these inmates in an amount set by the agreement between Ada County and Boise 
County. Id. 
There are other counties in Idaho with similar arrangements. For example, Gooding 
County has entered into agreements with Lincoln and Camas Counties to house their inmates in 
the Gooding County Jail. Aff. of Lt. A. Hoffman. As with Ada County, reimbursement rates for 
costs of confinement for these out-of-county inmates are set by agreement. Id. 
Caribou County also has similar agreements. Franklin, Oneida and Bear Lake Counties 
do not have their own county jails. Aff. of Sheriff M. Haderlie. Caribou County has therefore 
entered into agreements with each of those counties to house their inmates in the Caribou County 
Jail. Id. As with the other counties discussed above, the reimbursement rates for costs of 
confinement for the out-of-county inmates are set by each individual agreement. Id. 
7 In line with this reasoning, the Court ultimately held that § 20-605 "places on the city liability for the cost of 
keeping prisoners in other counties if that offending person was either initially arrested by a city police officer for 
violation of a city ordinance or for violation of the state motor vehicle laws .... " County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 
110 at 295,965. · 
ADA COUNTY'S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT - PAGE 10 
000066
/ - -
As discussed above, the ruling in the County of Bannock case is clear-§§ 20-604 and 20-
605 are specific statutes which pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county. Given 
this statutory framework, Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 simply do not apply in this case. 
Both of I. C.-T.'s arrests happened in Ada County by the Boise City Police Department. I. C.-T. 
was housed in the Ada County Jail, and the District Court for the Fourth Judicial District located 
in Ada County had jurisdiction over him. I. C.-T. was not an out-of-county inmate, rendering 
these statutory provisions inapplicable. 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 therefore do not create any liability on the part of Ada 
County or the Ada County Sheriff to pay for I. C.-T.'s medical bills incurred after he was 
released from custody by the court, and the outstanding charges against him were dropped. 
B. The 1994 Amendment to § 20-605 Does not Alter the Supreme Court's Ruling in 
County of Bannock v. Pocatello. 
In 1994, the legislature amended § 20-605 to add the following: "Release from an order 
pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose Qf a person receiving medical treatment 
shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed in this 
section." The addition of this sentence, however, does not alter the application of§§ 20-604 and 
20-605. 
As argued above, the Supreme Court succinctly held that "LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 
are specific statutes which pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county .... " 
County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 110 at 295, 965. Therefore, the entirety of§ 20-605 concerns 
the obligation of one county to reimburse another county for housing its inmates. By adding this 
sentence into the middle of§ 20-605, the legislature did not change the overall application of the 
statute. "It is assumed that when the legislature enacts or amends a statute it has full knowledge 
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of the existing judicial decisions and case law of the state." State v. Perkins, 135 Idaho 17, 21, 
13 P.3d 344, 348 (Ct. App. 2000) (citing George W. Watkins Family v. Messenger, 118 Idaho 
537, 540, 797 P.2d 1385, 1388 (1990)). The legislature certainly could have included the 
sentence in a different statute, for instance, in § 20-612 (which the Supreme Court has held 
applies to prisoners held within the county). However, the legislature specifically chose to add 
the sentence in § 20-605. The legislative intent, ascertained from a plain reading of the statute, 
was to have the amendment apply in situations where one county is housing an out-of-county 
inmate, and reimbursement of the associated costs is necessary. 
In addition to the legislature's inclusion of the sentence in § 20-605, an examination of 
the sentence itself supports the conclusion that the amendment only applies to the housing of 
inmates in another county. First, the amending sentence only applies to situations in which a 
person is released from a § 20-604 order for the purpose of receiving medical treatment. If this 
scenario occurs, a county is not relieved of its obligation to reimburse the housing county for 
medical care expenses imposed by § 20-605. In other words, the obligated county still has to 
reimburse the housing county for the person's already incurred medical care expenses. 
Second, and important to the analysis, is the language "shall not relieve the county of its 
obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed by this section," meaning, the obligation 
imposed by§ 20-605. The only obligation imposed by this section is the obligation to reimburse 
the housing county. 
Additionally, the statute itself refers to expenses incurred while confined or detained. 
The first sentence of § 20-605 provides that the county wherein the court has entered a § 20-604 
order shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or confinement of the person. Prior to 
the 1994 amendment, § 20-605 said nothing about the payment of future medical bills incurred 




after an inmate is released from custody. The statute only spoke to the direct and indirect costs 
of the detention or confinement of the person. F~ture medical bills of a person no longer in 
custody were not contemplated to be costs that any county must pay. The obligation imposed by 
this section, therefore, is for one county to reimburse the housing county for expenses related to 
the confinement of its inmates. 
The statutory amendment in 1994 does not expand this obligation to include future 
medical expenses incurred after detention or confinement ends.8 A plain reading of the stat~te 
supports this conclusion. If a person is released in order to receive medical treatment, the 
obligated county is still required to reimburse the housing county for those expenses already 
incurred while incarcerated. Releasing the inmate "for the purpose of receiving medical 
treatment" does not relieve the county of reimbursing the medical expenses that were already 
incurred. Nothing in the amending sentence refers to the payment of future medical expenses 
incurred by a person after the person is released from a § 20-604 order. And, there is nothing in 
the remainder of§ 20-605 that imposes an obligation to pay for any future medical expenses. 
The words in the amending sentence simply do not modify the "costs of the detention or 
confinement" requirement. 
The amendment of§ 20-605 anecdotally was in response to the Supreme Court's decision 
in St. Alphonsus Reg'! Medical Ctr. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 858 P.2d 736 (1993). This case 
concerned whether a sheriff has the statutory responsibility to pay for medical expenses incurred 
by medically indigent pretrial detainees in his custody. The Court ultimately held that the sheriff 
and custodial county are responsible for payment of medical expenses incurred by a person in the 
8 There are other programs that a provider may pursue, such as private insurance and medical indigency programs. 
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sheriffs custody, regardless of whether the person is indigent. Id., p. 200, 739. The Court held: 
"Because the statutes provide that the sheriff and the county are responsible only for those in 
their custody, a fortiori the county need not pay for an inmate's medical expenses incurred after 
that person is no longer in custody." Id. This holding is clear - a county is not liable for an 
inmate's medical expenses incurred after the inmate is no longer in custody. 
By adding the amending sentence to § 20-605, though, the legislature did not expand the 
Supreme Court's holding in Killeen to include all instances involving the release of inmates in 
order to receive medical treatment.9 The amending sentence was added to§ 20-605 which, as the 
Supreme Court held, only pertains "to the housing of prisoners in another county .... " County of 
Bannock v. Pocatello, 110 at 295, 965. The addition of the sentence to § 20-605 does not change 
the overall applicability of the statute, and does not make the statute applicable to instances when 
a county houses its own inmates. The Supreme Court unequivocally held that § 20-612 applies 
to those situations. The amending sentence therefore does not affect the rulings in County of 
Bannock or Killeen. 
V. CONCLUSION 
As the Defendants have set forth herein, Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605, as amended, 
do not apply to the payment of medical bills of in-county inmates. Further, the Supreme Court's 
decisions in the County of Bannock and Killeen are still good law, and are controlling in this 
case. Therefore, Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff are not liable for I. C.-T. 's medical 
9 The holding in Killeen supports the actions by Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff in this instance. The Sheriff 
paid for I. C.-T. 's medical bills incurred while he was in custody, but did not pay the medical bills incurred after he 
was released from custody. The amendment to § 20-605 does not change the holding in Killeen in instances 
involving the payment of medical bills for in-county inmates. 
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bills incurred after his court-ordered release from custody. 10 
As there are no genuine issues as to any material fact, the Defendants respectfully request 
' 
that this Court grant summary judgment in their favor, and issue a declaratory judgment that 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 do not create liability on the part of the Defendants for I. C.-
T.' s medical bills incurred after he was released from custody by order of the court and the 
charges against him were dismissed. 
DATED this 16th day of August, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: ~ ~ Llut ~,.____ 
Sherry A. Morg/m ~ 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
10 If the Court should hold that§§ 20-604 and 20-605 do apply in this case, the Defendants reserve the right to raise 
additional defenses, and as stated above, will litigate the liability/damages component of the case at that time. 
However, it is important to note at the onset that I. C.-T. was not released from custody for the purpose ofreceiving 
medical care, as a review of the documents filed by the Prosecuting Attorney and the orders entered by the court 
show. 
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-
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 16th day of August 2016, I served a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing ADA COUNTY'S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT to the following person by the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Le~istant 
__ Hand Delivery 
_K_ U.S. Mail 
Certified Mail 
__ Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
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JUDGMENT- PAGE 16 
000072
JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
• :-. --.. _-_-"""F1"""1.~:::--~:1":======:: 
AUG 1 6 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clork 
By SANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, in 
his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 













Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
AFFIDAVIT OF JUDY MORRIS IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
JUDY MORRIS, being first duly sworn upon oath, states as follows: 
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-
1. That I make this affidavit based upon my personal knowledge. 
2. That I am the Office Manager for the Board of Ada County Commissioners. 
3. I have been employed by the Board of Ada County Commissioners for five years. 
4. The document attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Board 
of Ada County Commissioners Final Determination ofDeni'al for County Assistance for I. C.-T. 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
DATED this ] le,+'. day of August, 2016. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before e this ,~r"day of August, 2016 . 
............ ,,,,, 
~•••' ci FA)'~ ,,,,, 
l~~ ......... ..._~ •-=-~ 
f !I ~OTA~,,~,i, 
- : -·- 'r": : . ... -
\~\.~usuc/4 J 
,,,. .,, )':.••· .. ·· ...... ~ ~~ 
,,, c: OF \\>r ••' ,,, ·••' ............. 
No 
Commission Expires ____ Lf_ .. _,_}_vf_~_?JJ __ _ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this I{ o day of August, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF JUDY MORRIS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT to the following person by the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
Legal Assistant 
__ Hand Delivery 
_L U.S.Mail 
Certified Mail 
__ Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
AFFIDAVIT OF JUDY MORRIS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT - PAGE 3 
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BOARD OF ADA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FINAL DETERMINATION OF DENIAL FOR COUNTY ASSISTANCE 
Date of Determination: September 3, 2014 Application No.: 52021 
Case No.: 1406-059 Application Date: April 24, 2014 
0- --
~ Application on behalf of Patient: r IC, Deputy Clerk: ANGELA D. WATKINS 
On August 6, 2014, the Ada County Board of Commissioners met to consider the appeal filed in this matter. The Board of 
Commissioners considered the entire file and on September 3, 2014, the Board acted on the appeal. 
There being no appearance by the Third Party Applicant, the Patient or the providers at the appeal hearing and no new 
evidence submitted In this matter, the Board of County Commissioners' action is to uphold the Initial Determination of 
Denial and deny the application and payment of the requested services, as listed on the attachment. 
***To appeal this Denial, the Patient or Third PartyoApplicant may seek judicial review of the final determination of 
the County Commissioners in the manner provided in section 31-1506, Idaho Code. *** 
BOARD OF ADA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on September 8, 2014, I caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing by U.S. 
Mail, postage prepaid, to: 
I' c, 
K~I-\.~ 
NAME OF MAILER 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET . 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
-NO----=--~/:-----FILED 'O A.M., ____ P,M,_....,_ _ 
AUG 1 6 2016 
OHRISiOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
8y SANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RANEY, in his ) 
Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and THE ) 









Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
AFFIDAVIT OF LOUISSA 
SHAFFER 
LOUISSA SHAFFER, being first duly sworn upon oath, and being over the age of 
eighteen (18) and otherwise competent to testify in this matter, deposes and says: 
I. I am currently a Records Supervisor for the Ada County Sheriffs Office, and I 
(y AFFIDAVIT OF LOUISSA SHAFFER - PAGE I 
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make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge, unless stated otherwise. 
2. I have ,served as a Records Supervisor for the Ada County Sheriff's office since 
March 14, 2016. 
3. I am a duly authorized custodian of the records for the Ada County Sheriff's Office, 
and as such have access to the records and data maintained by that entity in the regular course of its 
business. 
4. I hereby certify that it is a regular practice of the above-described entity to make and 
keep records of the acts, events, conditions, and opinions of such entity in the ordinary course of its 
business. 
5. The documents attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of the Ada 
County Jail Booking Sheets for inmate I.C.-T. 
6. The documents attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of the 
Department of Homeland Security Immigration Detainer-Notice of Action for inmate I.C.-T 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
DATED this/~ day of ~ , 2016. 
Ada County Sheriff's Office 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
~~W'611'½'~ ) 
...... ~y;. M,1., ##,. 
.... ~~ ........ <-( -~ • -1!d /o'.•••• ~U:B~ED AND SWORN to before me this lb - day of A,t.>.b \J./~~~ 'T , 2016. 
: "->/ ~O'f"A]i~ \ ! ~~ f\ {()1 "f 
: * : -·~ J • = u -- ~ ~
\ ~\ •• flusL\".1O / NotaryPiforldaho ~ · ...... ,, "-1 ~•• .. •••~ 't-'f;.,,~ Commission Expires ~ - 22 ,-"UJ 2..-f 
,,,, li OF \v ,,,,. ,,,,,,. ... i,,,, 
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-
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \ U7 day of 'A~l.lli~, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF LOUISSA SHA ER to the following person by 
the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83 70 
Legal Assistant 
AFFIDAVIT OF LOUISSA SHAFFER - PAGE 3 
__ Hand Delivery 
~ U.S.Mail 
Certified Mail 
__ Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
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-"~A~ C®· Sheriff's, Office 'i 
j~1l\ ·-"~/._·,.,: ...... ·t·:~_:·--.:.: .. ,· • • ·:_,_· ... · • -~ail B,ooking Sheet • 
Booking ID: 100578942 1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 . 
LE #: 1055450 
Name: c· _ 
Address: 
i-T 
111111111111 IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII 11111111 
.r SSN: DOB:'· 
Page 1 of 1 
Printed - 01/20/2014 
Printed by - S05156 
Age:30 
BOISE, ID Ph. Marital Status: M Education: Junior-Middle 
Sex: M Race: H Ht: 5'07" Wt: 135 Eyes: BRO Hair: BLK P_q~:-MICHOACAN, XX, MEXICO 
Marks: 
Alias: 
Emp: BIG CITY 
Notify: NONE Rel: Relatiorj"stiip Unknown Ph: 
Date-in: 01/20/2014. · Time-in: 02:10:12 ADA JAIL/ BOOKING/ 2W Prop Box: 474 PCN#: 
Booked by: 4983 
Comments: 
* ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** = ** r** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** * 
VISUAL ARREST 
DR: 801 14-401·338' : .. : Booked by: 4983 
·::i~:'i~.-:~' 
Case: . Def:. 1 • Cnt: 1ST ARs Case: 
, • ; •• 11 \ : 
Arrest Date/Time: 01/20/2014 01 :04:00 Release Date/Time: -~··•'J,!J ··\·' .. , .. 
Citation: 1552172 A 
Location: 
Officer: BCP 864 · Municipality: BOISE CITY . . Pros. Agency: Boise City 
. .l'(" 1 Vi!"·" ... 
Visual: 18-918 4 {M} ENHANCEMENT-DOM~STIC BATTERY OR ASSAULT WHEff.(' .. 
Video Arraignment Date: 01/21/2014 Time: 13:30:00 
-: . ·.~.;) . . . 
Initial Bond: Bond Amt: $ 0.00 
Type: ··-~ : : 
Paid By/Agy: 
, : .. ·· 
.; 
.. .'-::i•;"·'\: 
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I 
.A~~- ¥.ql~:rttl .. -~~•ntra Office • 
~~;;j/t:"\\\ .. :~,: ·-::·: <::~.:. . ·:· ·:•~ j~il Spoking Sheet 
Booking ID: 100578942 11111111111111111111111111111111 IIIII 111111111111111111 
LE #: 1055450 1111111 11111 111111111111111 IIIII IIIII IIII IIII 
Name: C, •-T I· SSN: DOB: 
Address: 
Page 1 of 1 
Printed - 01/21/2014 
Printed by - SO4343 
Age: 30 
BOISE, ID: Ph. Marital Status: M Education: Junior-Middle 
Sex: W Race: H Ht: 5'07" Wt: 135 Eyes: BRO 
Marks: 
Alias: 
Emp: BIG CITY 
Notify: NONE 
Date-in: 01/20/2014 Time-in: 02:10:12 ADA JAIL I CCU/ 1E 
Booked by: 4983 
Comments: 
Hair: BLK POB: MICHOACAN, XX, MEXICO 
Rel: Relationship Unknown 
Prop Box: 474 
Ph: 
PCN#: 
* ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** * 
Hold 
DR: ADA 00-000000 Booked by: 4983 
Case: Def: Cnt: ISTARs Case: 
Hold Date/Time: 01/21/2014 12:32 pm Release Date/Time: 
Comment: 
Location: 7210 Barrister Dr 
Officer: A 4343 
Hold: FEDERAL {F} ICE- DETAINER 




Municipality: ADA COUNTY 
Bond Amt: $ 0.00 
Def: Cnt: 
Pros. Agency: Undefined: " 
1/21/2014 
\\countyb\DFSSHARE\INSTALLS\lnHouse\Crystal\Anal:yst4\Sheriff\BookSheet V2.rpt- LM 06/05/2011 
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Jail Booking Sheet . . .. 
Booking ID: 100578942 
111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
I'' 
111111111111 11111 1111111111 lllll lllll 111111111111111111 
SSN DOB: 1. 
Page 1 of 1 
Printed - 03/26/2014 
Printed by - SO4901 
Age:30 
BOISE, ID Ph. Marital Status: M Education: Junior-Middle 
Sex: M Race: H Ht: 5'07" Wt: 135 Eyes: BRO Hair: BLK POB: MICHOACAN, XX, MEXICO 
Marks: 
Alias: C . I-Tf · ··.11., · 
Emp: BIG CITY 
Notify: NONE Rel: Relationship Unknown Ph: 
Date-in: 01/20/2014 Time-in: 02:10:12 ADA JAIL/ PODC CB7 / 755 Prop Box: 474 PCN#: 
Booked by: 4983 
Comments: 
* ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** * 
VISUAL ARREST 
DR: 801 14-405556 Booked by: 4983 
Case: Def: Cnt: ISTARs Case: Def: 
Arrest Date/Time: 03/26/2014 12:45:00 Release Date/Time: 
Citation: 
Location: 7210 BARRISTER DR 
Officer: BCP 659 Municipality: BOISE CITY 
Visual: 18-1506 {F} CHILDREN-SEXUAL ABUSE OF A CHILD UNDER 16 YEARS 
Video Arraignment Date: 03/27/2014 Time: 13:30:00 
Initial Bond: Bond Amt: $ 0.00 
Type: 
Paid By/Agy: 
Cnt: ADD CHARGE 
Pros. Agency: Ada County 
\\countyb\DFSSHARE\INSTALLS\lnHouse\Crystal\Analyst4\Sheriff\BookSheet V2.rpt - LM 06/05/2011 
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From-DDP BOISE IDAHO 2086856607 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMEI.AND SECURl1Y 
IMMIGRATION DETAINER· NOTICE OF ACTION 
T-967 P.001/003 F-832 
Subject ID: 348641222 
Event#: BOI14oioooo70 
TO: (Name and TiUe of Institution • OR Any Supsequent Wlw 
Enforcement Agency) 
~ aJI!N1Y' .n;i:i:. 
7ilO QAiUl:l:llTt8 nRIV'li: 
llD:tS&, ID n,o~ 
File No: Mae 65!1 11oz 
Date: a4~~MY 21, 201t 
FROM: (0epartment of Homeland Security Offiee Address) 
D~O - ~oiaa, rn Sub Offica 
ti. S. l:KKl:GM"::i:ON & CUSTOMS zm'OJtCEK!QIT 
D~O • SQi~e, IP $uQ Offic~ 
118S S. V!Mell Way 
ilO:CSl::, m 83709 
MAINTAIN CUSTODY OF ALIEN FORA PERIOD NOTTO f:XCEE048 HOURS 
Name of Alien: c: ·· -t· · ~ .;...· ---------------------~------
Date of Birth:___ _ ___ Nationality: -imxxeo Sex: _:r.i: ____ _ 
THE U.S. PEPARTMENf OF HOMELAND SECURITY (DHS) HAS TAKEN THE FOLLOWING ACTION RELATED TO 
THE PERSON 101:NTIFIED Al3OVE, CURRl:NTLY IN YOUR CUSTODY: s:m 1#, ID90000.947 
D Oeterminecl that there is reason to believe the individual is an alien subject fo removal frorn the United States. The individual (check 
all that apply): 
,:J has a prior a felony conviction or has been charged with a felony 
offen$e; · 
• has three or more prior misdemeanor convictions; 
O has a prior misdemeanor conviction or has been charged with a 
misdemeanor for an offense that involves violence, threats, or 
assaults; sexual ab1.1se or exploitation; driving undet the influence 
of alcohol or a controlled substance; unlawtu, flight from the 
scene of an accident; the 1.1nlawful possession or use of a firearm 
or other deaClly weapon, the distribution or trafficking of a 
eootrolled s1.1bstance: or other significant threat to public safety; 
• has been convicted of illegal entry pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 
1325; . . 
• has illegally re-entered the country aftet a p,evious removal 
or return; 
• has been found by an imrni9ration officer or an immigration 
Judge to have knowing(y committed immigration fraua; 
• otherwise poses a significant risk to nationcil security, border 
security, or public safety; and/or • other ($pec:ify): _____________ . 
D Initiated removal proceedings and served a Notice to Appear or other charging document. A copy of the charging document is 
attached ~n<I was served on _________ (date). 
0 Servecl a warrant of af'l'8st for removal proceedings. A copy of the warrant' is attached and was served on _______ (dafe). 
O Obtained an orcler of deportation or removal from the United States for this pel'Son. 
This a,;t]on does not flmtt your discretion to make decisions rolated to th/$ person's cusrody c/assific(fltion, work, quarter 
"sslgnments, Qf other matteni. DHS cfl$courages dismissing c:rlmlnal ch~rges based on the existence of a detainer. 
IT IS REQUJ:STED THAT YOU: • Maintain custocJy of the subject for a period NOT TO EXCEED 48 HOURS, excl1.1dio9 Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays, beyond 
the time when the subject would have otheiwise been rele~sed from your CU$tody to aUow OHS to take custody of the subject 1his 
req~est derives frorn fe<leral regulation 8 C.F.R. § 287.7. For purposes of this immigration detainer, you are notauUtoriz.ed to hold 
the subject beyond these 48 hours. As early as possible prior to the time you otherwise would release the subject, please notify 
OHS by camng ____ __,!:luring business hOurs or _______ a.fter hours o, in an emergency. If you cannot reach a 
CHS Official at these numbers, p(ease contact the (CE Law Enfornement S1.1pport Center in Burlington, Vermont at (802) 872-6020. 
I&] Provide a copy to the subject of this detainer. 
O Notify this office of tl'le time of release at least 30 dl;iyS prior to release or as far in advance as possible. 
D Notify this office in the event of the inmate's death, hospitalization or transfer to another institution. 
D Consider this req1-1est for a detainer operative only upon the subject's conviction. /4~· 
f&I Cancel the detainer previously placed by this Office on J"11~um :u, 2014 (date).. 
B 3666 AMOS - IEA 
{N~me and title of Immigration Officer) (Signature of Immigration Officer) 
TO BE COMPLETED aY THE LAW l=NFORCEMENT AGENCY CURRENTLY HOLDING THE SUBJECT OF THIS NOTICE: 
Please provide the information below, sign, and return to OHS using the envelope enclosed for yo1.Jr convenience or by faxing a copy 
to--------~--- Yau should maintain a copy for your own records so you may track Jhe case and not hold the 
subject beyond the 48-hour period. 
local aool<ing/lnmate #: ____ _ Latest criminal charge/conviction: ___ (date) Estimated release: ____ (date) 
Last criminal charge/conviction: ______________________________ _ 
Notice: Once ln our custody, the subject of this detainer may be removed from the United Stales. If the inaividual may be the victim of a 
crime, or if you want this Individual to remain in the United States for prosecution or other law enforcement purposes, including acting 
as a witness. please notify the ICE Law J;nforcement Support Center at (802) 872-6020. 
(Name aM UUe of Offieer) 
PHS Forrn 1-247 (12/12) 
EXHIBIT--=fi;._~· ..-_:·· •_. ·_·· 
(Signatur~ of Officer) 
Page 1 of 
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: 15am Frcm-DDP BOIS.HO 2086856607 - T-967 P.002/003 F-832 
NOTICE TO THE DETAINEE 
The Department of Homelanll Security (DHS) has placed an immigration detainer on you. An immigration detainer is a notice from 
OHS informing law enforcement agencies that PHS Intends to assume custody of you after you otheiwise would be released from 
cus10dy. OHS has requesteQ that the law enforcement agency which is currently detaining you maintain custody of you for a period not 
to exceed 48 hours (excluding SaMdays, Sundays, and holidays) beyond the time when you would have been released by the state or 
local law enforcement authorities based on your criminal charges or conviotions. If DHS does not take you into custody during that 
additional 48 hour period, not counting weekends or holidaY.s, you should contact your custodian (the law enforcement agency 
or other entity that is holl'.fln9 you now) to inquire ap0L1t your release from state or local custody. If you have a complaint regarcfing 
thfs aeminer or related to violatJc:ms of civil rights or civll liberties connected to OHS activities, plea$e contact the IC!: Joint 
Intake Center at 1-877-21NTAKE (Sn-246•8263). If you believe you aro a United States citlz:en or the victim of a crime, please 
advise OHS by calling the ICE Law Enforcement Support Center toll free at {855) 448-6903. 
NOTJFICACl6N A LA PERSONA 0ETENJDA 
El Departamento de Seguridad Nacional (CHS) de EE. UU. ha emitido una orden de detenci6n inmigratoria en su contra. Mediante 
esta orden, se n·otific.=i a los organisrnos policiales que el DHS pretende arrestarlo cuando usted cumpla su raolusi6n actual. El DHS ha 
solicitado que el organismo pofieial local o estatal a cargo cfe su actual detenoi6n lo mantenga en Custodia por un perfodo no mayor a 
48 horas (excluyendo sabaclos, domingos y dlas festlvos) tras el cese de su reclusion penal. SI el OHS no precede con su arresto 
lnmlgratori0 durante este perlOtfo adlclonal de 48 horas, excluyendo los fines de semana o dfas festfvos; u:i:ted debe 
comunicarse con la autorldad estatal o local que lo tiene detenldo (el organismo· policial u otra entidad a cargo de su custodia 
actual) para obtener mayores detallea sobre el cese de su reclusi6n. SI tlene alguna queja que se relacione con esta orden de 
detenci6n o con posibles lnfracciones a los detech~s o libertades civilas · en conexlon con las actMdades del DHS, 
comun[qUBl38 con el Joint Intake Cent.er (Centro de Admlsi6n) del ICE (Servicio de lomlgracl6n y Control de Aduanas) 
llamando al 1-877-21NTAI<~ (8n~246-B253). Si usted cree que es ci~dadano de los Estados Unldos o que ha sldo Vfctima de 
un dellto, inf6rmeselo al OHS Jlamando al Centro de Apoyo a los Organlsmos Policiales (Law Enforcement Support Center) 
del ICE, telMono (855) 448-6903 (llamada gratulra). 
Avis au detenu 
Le departement Qe la Securite lnterieure [Department of Homeland Security (DHS)J a emis, a votre encontre, un ordre d'inoarcaration 
pour des raisons d'immigration. Un ordre d'incarceration pour des raisons d'imrnigration est un avls du OHS Informant Ies agences des 
forces de l'ordre que le OHS a !'intention de vous detenir apres la date normale de votre remise en liberte. Le OHS a requis que 
l'agence des forces de l'ordre, qui vous detient actuellement, vous garde en detention pour une periode maximum de 48 heures 
(excluant le$ samedis, dlmanches et jours feries) au-dela de la periode a la fin de laquelle vous auriez eta remis en liberte par las 
autorites policieres de l'Etat ou locales en fanction des inculpations ou condamnations penales a votre eocontre. Si re OHS ne vous 
deUent pas durant cette perlode supplarnentarre de 48 heures, sans compter les fins de .semalnes et les jouns ferles, vous 
devez contacter votre gardien (ragence des forces de rordre qui vous detient actuellement) pour vous renseigner a propos de votre 
lil:>eration par l'Etar ou l'autcrite locale. Si vous avez une plainte a formuler au suJet de cet ordre d'lncarceration ou en rapport 
avec des vlolations de vo13 drolts civihs liees a des activites du OHS, veulllez contacter le centre commun d'admi::i1Jions du 
Service de !'Immigration et des Couanes [ICE • Immigration and Customs Enforcem1mt] [ICE Joint Jntlke CenterJ au 
1-Sn•ZINTAKE (877-246-8253). Si vous croyez Atre un citoyen des Eta~-Unls ou la victims d'un crime, veuille:z en avlser le 
OHS en l'!ppelant le centre d'assistance des forces de l'ordre de l'ICE [ICE Law Enforcement Support Ce"ter] au numero 
gratuit (855) 448•6903. 
AVISO AO Pl:TENTO 
0 Departamento de Seguran~ Nacional (OHS) emitiu uma ordem de custOdia in"ligrat6ria em seu nome. Este documento e um aviso 
enviado as ag~ncias de imposi~o da lei de que o DHS pretende assumir a CllSt6dia da sua pessoa, caso seja liberado. O OHS pediu 
qua a ageneia de imposiyEio da lei .encarregada da sua atual detenyao mantenha..o sob cust6dia duraote, no maximo, 48 horas 
(excluindo-se :3libados, domingos e feriado$) ap6s o perfodo em que seria liberado pelas autoridades estaduais ou municipais de 
imposi~o da lei, de acordo com as respectivas acusa¢es e penas criminals. Se o DHS rilio assumir a sua custodia durante essas 
48 horas adicionals, excluindo-se cs fina de semana e feriacfos, vocO devera enttar em contato c::om o seu custodiante (a 
ag~ncia d.e imposi~o da lei ou quafqLier outra entidade que esteja detendo-o no momento) para obterinfonna¢es sabre sua libera~o 
da cust6dla estadual ou municipal. Caso vocA tenha 111guma reclamat;i.lo a fazer sobre esta ordem de custo<fia imigrat6rla ou 
relaclonada a vJola-;aes dos aeus dlruitoa ou llberdades cjvis decorrente das atividades do OHS, entre em contato com o 
Contro ~e Entrada Conjunta da Agencia de Controle de lmlgra~o e Alf4ndega (ICE) polo telefone 1-Sn-246-8253. Se voc6 
acredltar que 6 um cldad5o dos EUA ou esta sendo vftlma de um crime, informe o DHS 11gando para o Centro de Apoio a 
Jmposlofto da I-el do ICE palo telefone de liga~llo gratuita (855) 448-6903 · 
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TI-IONG eAo CHO NGLJO'I Bl GIAM 
GIIJ' 
6¢ au6c Phong (PHS) (U\ 06 l~nh giam gitr quy vi vl ly do di tru. Ll/mh 9iam gill' vi ly do di tru la thOng bao cua DHS cha 
cac cO' quan thi hanh lw)t phap la OHS c6 y t:rjnh tcjlm giCI' quy vi sau l<hi quy vj dl.l'Q'C tha. OHS c!a yau ~u er., quan thi 
hanh lu~t phap hi{in dang glu- quy vi phai titip t1,1c ~m g;a, quy vj trong khOng qua 48 gio- (!'Ong h6 {khOn~ ke th(r Bay, Chu 
nh~t. va cac ngay nghi I~} ngoai th6'i gian ma le ra qu9 vi se dll'Q'c ca quan thi hanh Ju.fit phap cua tieu bang ho~c ~a 
ph11ang tha ra dva tren cac ban an va t¢i hinh SY' cua quy vj. N~u DHS khong ttlm glam quy vi trong thO'i glan 48 gia 
bO sung d6, khong tinh cac ng"y cu6i tuan hojc ngay le, quy vj nen lien J;.ic v6'i ben giam giCP quy vj (cor quan thi 
hanh lu~t phap ho~c to chi:rc !Chae hitn d'ang giam giCr qu5' vi) aa hoi v~ vi~c ca quan c'f(a phLrO'ng hoijc lien bang tha qu,'I 
vi ra. N6u quy vj c6 khi~u nti vl! l~nh giam 9IQt nay hoJc li!n quan t&i cac tnJ1ang hgp vi phfm dan quy~n ho~c t_lf 
do c6ng dAn lien quan t6'i cac ho~t l.'JQng c:iia DH$, vui long lien 1@<: v6'i ICE Joint Intake Center t~i so 
1-8TT-2INTAKE ~877-246-8263). Niu quy vj tin r6ng quy vj la eon9 dAn Ho~ Ky ho~c n;.m _nhan tt}i ph~m. vul long 





~~iilll • fE2js:.~aH·Hs.lG~n~~~ffiiff~~~ , ~tl~ili$, '9M=t=SM 48 ,.J,a-t < ~Jffl 
"ft.~ :!iWJ~;lll~ l=f ~~ ) o ~-~ll!lm±~~-*1f~i.tli1*i1l11U::l~ffl:9f.. 48 ,J,HiJJH~ 
i:'il8~ii , il.Jtm~~~-rotf19~'if•'Oi ( JJ.!1i~ii-#Jt~:fA~~Jeyl£J:tftk,._-oi:) , ii!J1El* 
=f~.M.fNI&:t&:15#1.~l!t{!LiUft&agifl!o 1lll#:i$~7;t:g![~Jil1Jt~-r~titl!l±~:t:~~ 
u~m~&~~&~a~~m~m«~ff~~w.•-nmw~&~~~i~~• 
~l=P'D ( ICfE Joint Intake Center) • ~ffi.Ji§-W.,;Jl 1 .. a17-21NTAKE (Sn-246..S253)o :W 
•~fflffl~A~~~&•m$•WA,ffl~*~m~~~~~~~~~~x•$~ 
( ICE Law Enforcement Support Center) , i!f~~ailf.i±~~mJo iaj:A~xjfs:l=i,t,(!s 
~-El!ffi"'3-~:I: (855) 448-6903~ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
- / NO FIL~O J 
A.M. ____ P,,M.----
/ 
AUG 1 6 2016 
OHAl&l'fOPHER 0. RICH, Clork 
By SANTIAGO BARRIO~ 
Ol!l'UT'f 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RANEY, in his ) 
Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and THE . ) 
BOARD OF ADA COUNTY ) 
COMMISSIONERS, ) 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 




Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
AFFIDAVIT OF LT. AARON 
SHEPHERD 
· LT. AARON SHEPHERD, being first duly sworn upon oath, and being over the age of 
AFFIDAVIT OF LT. AARON SHEPHERD - PAGE 1 
000086
- -
eighteen (18) and otherwise competent to testify in this matter, deposes and says: 
1. I am currently a Lieutenant for the Ada County Sheriff's Office, assigned to the 
Jail Services Bureau, and one of two jail managers, and make this affidavit based on my personal 
knowledge, unless stated otherwise. 
2. I have served in this capacity since September of 2002. 
3. I have been employed with the Ada County Sheriff's Office since July 7, 1984. 
4. Boise County does not currently have a county jail. 
5. Ada County has entered into an agreement with Boise County to house Boise 
County inmates in the Ada County Jail. Under this agreement, a district judge or magistrate in 
Boise County can order a defendant in that county be confined in the Ada County jail. When this 
occurs, Boise County is responsible for all direct and indirect costs of the detention or 
confinement of these inmates in an amount set by art agreement between the Ada County and 
Boise county sheriffs. (See Exhibit "A", attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference). 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
DATED this tl_'aay of 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Au.~u~t- t:· ~ 
Aaron Shepherd 
Lieutenant, Ada County Sheriff's Office 
,.~,~~~i~~!~ED AND SWORN to before me this / ~-#\ day of AC,c,_s l.v6 f 
,, 6~~:...••··• ... ~~~ . ff ·!Ill -y, ,e- . .,. -~ ~ ,~,+~~~,'~ •:\ \ rn/\ ' fl ~A 1,-. , 
, 2016. 
• i •-, JS • tJI.JI.Jw.) !I> • /Cv V/1..0J--/  •,, ~ c., ·• ': ~~~--u,__ ____________ _ 
\ \ ;,u~\>''/oj Notary_P~blic-for_Idaho _ 5_ ,.,,i1 
~. :~ ••• ~~ Comm1ss1on Exp1res I Z. 2-Dl,.;..J... 
~.,~~ _.::--•:~ \~,,~~,. -,-i.---S-,-26-Z.-/ ------
:,_,, "1' I E r5' ~ . ,,, 
'"••-~11i1•"'' 
AFFIDAVIT OF LT. AARON SHEPHERD - PAGE 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \ le day of A.AQU~t, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF LT. AARON ~RD to the following person 
by the following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
Legal Assistant 
AFFIDAVIT OF LT. AARON SHEPHERD - PAGE 3 
__ Hand Delivery 
W U.S .. Mail 
Ce11ified Mail 
__ Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
\'De la 11 
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Ada County Sh~r,ifrs Office 
Jail Housin~ BilliJtgAgreement 
This jAJL, Hi;)USING BILLING AQ}lf:E:MENT ("Agreement") is a stat)d_arqized billing agreernent for 
the, housing·ofininat~s in tbe custody of another county's li!w enforcement agency jii the.Ada.County Jail. 
'this Agreement is betwejen;tl}e,A.da ,County Sheriff's Offi'ce {'~A.CSQ") and the iaw enfot'ce111ent agency 
Jist.ed below (''Agency"). 
Agency Requesting lfo~sh!g" of Inmates: 
Agency Name: ,Boise:County Sheriffs Office 
General Contact Person: Shel'iffBen J. Roeber 
Agency Acldress: PO Box :i 89, Idaho City, 1D 83631 
Billing Contact Person: B.w i2o-ekll. . 
Emai!Address: ·t?&~ lo. bo,'S,e,,. ,'~.JS 
TelephoneNo;: d'(Vfs:- '?,j).. - ¼Y.ll 
Gener~l Terms: 
This Agreefuent '~i1all. be• in effect fr~in'O~~~~;r;;L:·~~~s\hroug;1~S~~~e~,~~;3Q, 2°016., This Ag1:e.em~J1t. 
may be t~rminated by 'eitf)ir 'pariy ·upon ten '(1 O}'days p1·iof writttin~notice .. : 1'11i.~ ,_A,gi·t1el!lent .may t.,e 
reviewed; updated and renewed on l:ln annual basis. Any mo4ifications or extension of th.is Agreement 
shall. be don.e ln writing and signed by 1:1i'.i aut}loi·ized fepresentative'ofeach p_a1ty. · · ,··· · ,. .. 
Agency responsibilities: 
I. Agency will pay t}le ACSO $70.00 per day for each inmate housed in the Ad~ County 
Jail. Bitting for each inmate· begins the date the inmate is transported ro the Ada County Jail, and ends on 
the date ;the inmate is released' from jail, or custody on the Agency's hold. Releiise will occur. .by the 
Ag~ncy staff taking pbyskal ,custody of the inmate or providing written authorization for AC$0 ~taff to 
release 01e inm.ate from custody. Written auth9tization for :release must contain, .at a minimum, full name, 
DOB, SSN (if available), ll~thorizing officer's nEJme 1:1nd badge number, and i:iny other information 
reasonably ·necessary to ensure tbe ·cprrect.inmate ,is released. Release authorization. must be .either a 
cou.rt order1,qr Qn Agency letterhead .and signed by an officer of that Agency. 
2·. the billing cycle is monthly, from the first day to the fast day pf the month. 
3. For purposes of this agre~ment, an inmate day shall consist ofa twenty-foµr _h9ur period. 
Any time spent incarcerated .for a _period of H!lie less than twenty~fotir flours shall be prorated on an 
hourly basis; · 
4. The Ageiicy will paY: each invoice by :the'251h of the n19nth following invoicin&, 
5. Routine inmate medical cru:e and medi.cations prescribed unq~r the ACSO form1Jla1·y ate 
within the, billing rate of $70.00 per day per inmate. th~ Agency acknowledges a.nd agrees that it is 
financially responsible for all off-site inmate medical care and non-formulary medicati,on~ deemed 




reasonably appropriate by ACSO Jail medical staff. Billing amounts for extraordinary or non-routine 
medical expenses will be noted on the invoice. 
6. In addition to all other charges, Agency acknowledges that it is also financially 
responsible for payment of all security services provided by the ACSO for inmates who must be admitted 
to an off-site medical facility. 
7. Indemnification. The Agency agrees to indemnify and hold the ACSO hari;nless from 
any and all liability, loss, damage or claims, of any description, which results from the negligence of the 
Agency and its employees, officers and/or agents that the ASCO may suffer arising out of or in 
connection with this Agreement. 
ACSO responsibilities: 
I. The ACSO staff will invoice t.he Agency in arrears. ACSO staff will prepare and mail to 
the Agency a detailed monthly invoice for each month's services by the 10111 of the following month. 
2. Except in the case of immediate need (as determined solely by ACSO staff), ACSO will 
use reasonable efforts to notify Agency in advance when extraordinary or non-routine medical care is 
needed by an inmate. When prior notification may jeopardize the health of the in.mate, ACSO shall be 
responsible for providing such notification as soon as practical. Agency acknowledges and agrees that 
failure by ACSO to notify Agency of extraordinary or non-routine medical care is not grounds for non-
payment by Agency for services rendered. 
3. In some cases during incarceration, an inmate will have criminal charges from more than 
one law enforcement agency. In this case, the daily billing rate and any extraordinary or non-routine 
medical care expenses will be prorated between and among the appropriate agencies. 
4. Indemnification. The ACSO agrees to indemnify and hold the Agency harmless from 
any and all liability, loss, damage or claims, of any descriptions, which results from the negligence of the 
ACSO and its employees, officers and/or agents that the Agency may suffer arising out of or in 
connection with this Agreement. 
5. Notices required or contemplated under this Agreement shall be in writing and mailed or 
hand delivered to the respective parties at the following addresses, or such other addresses as the parties 
hereto may, by notice, designate in writing to each other: 
Agency: As noted above 
ACSO: 
Ada County Sheriffs Office 
Stephen Bartlett, Ada County Sheriff 
7200 Barrister Drive 
Boise, Idaho 83704 
Phone: (208) 577-3303 




.DATED this l3.._ day of tJc,v~~ 
'BOISE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
By:~ 
Ben J. Roeber 
J3•ise Couqty ~h~l'iff 
, 2Ql5. 
ADA COUNTY SHERIFF;$ OFFJCE 
l3y, ~~ BaJ:li~ 
Steptje . Bartlett 
Ada County Sheriff 
JAJi, BJLL.ING AG!U::E~E!IIT ~ BOISE; <::OU!IITY SHERIFF FFY2015,2016 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 V{. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
- NO FILED 1~ A.M. ____ P.M. ___ _ 
AUG 1 6 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RANEY, in his ) 
Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and THE ) 









Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
AFFIDAVIT OF KIM FIKE 
KIM FIKE, being first duly sworn upon oath, and being over the age of eighteen (18) and 
otherwise competent to testify in this matter, deposes and says: 
~IDA VIT OF KIM FIKE - PAGE 1 
000092
1. I am currently an Account Clerk II for the Ada County Sheriff's Office, assigned 
to the Finance Department of the Administrative Services Bureau, and make this affidavit based 
on my personal knowledge, unless otherwise stated. 
2. I have served in this capacity since June 15, 2015. 
3. I have been employed with the Ada County Sheriff's Office since June 15, 2015. 
4. The business records of the Ada County Sheriff's Office show that the Ada 
County Sheriff's Office authorized payment of all medical bills at the allowed rate for inmate 
I.C.-T. from March 27, 2014, through April 4, 2014, which was the time the inmate was in the 
custody of the Ada County Sheriff. These payments total $67,568.84 . 
. FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
DATED this Jk,day of Auau£± , 2016. 
·mFike 
Ada County Sheriff's Office 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this lb ~ay of AJ..ofil , 2016. 
Commission Expires b - 1..2 '" 20'2 I 
AFFIDAVIT OF KIM FIKE - PAGE 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ) lQ day of~~ , 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF KIM FIKE to the following person by the 
following method: 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
AFFIDAVIT OF KIM FIKE - PAGE 3 
__ Hand Delivery 
~ U.S. Mail 
Certified Mail 
· __ Facsimile (208) 384-5844 
000094
I ,~,~ IIUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY ,~,~ 
. +iv1E1RECEIVED REMOTE csw AnoN PAGES 
August 16, 2016 4:09:41 PM MDT 208 S77 3319 129 6 






JAN M, DENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Stl'eet, Room 3191 
Boise) 1D 83702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
A.M., ___ _,,.P,M .. -.---1-
AUG 1 6 2016 
QHf'ltliiOPHEA 0. RICH, Clerk 
ffiy fMNTtAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RANEY, in his ) 
Officinl Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and THE ) 
BOARD OF ADA COUNTY ) 
COMMISSIONERS, ) 
Defendants. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) SS, 




Cnse No, CV OC 15 05002 
AFFIDAVIT OF SHERIFF 
MICHAEL HADERLIE 
· SHERIFF MICHAEL HADERLill, being first duly sworn upon oath, and being ovel' the 
age of eighteen (18) 011d othe1wise competent to testify i11 this matter, deposes and says; 
L. I mn C\lrrently the Sheriff of Cal'ibou County, and as suoh ain responsible for 
AFFIDAVIT OF SHERIFF MICHAEL HADERLIB - PAGE 1 
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,~w IIUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY >h~ 
. .LME RECEIVED REMOTE CSIO -TION PAGES 
August 16, 2016 4:09:41 PM MDT 208 577 3319 129 6 
STATUS 
Received 
Aug. 16. 2016 4: 18PM ADA CO SHERIFF No. 4507 P. 5 
keeping the Caribou County Jail and the prisoners therein, I make this affidavit based 011 my 
personal knowledge, unless stated othenvise. 
2. I have served as tile Sheriff of Caribou Coimty since July 31 1 2015, 
3. Franklin, Oneida> a11d Bear Lake Counties do not have a county jail. Caribou 
County has entered into agreements with l<'rnnklin, Oneida1 and Bear Lake Counties to house 
theh' inmates in the Caribou County Jail. Under these agl'eements, a district judge or magistrate 
in Franklin, Oneida, or Bear Lake County can order a defe.11da11t in that county to be confined in 
the Carib011 County jail. When this occurs, the coun~y in which the order was made is 
responsible for a11 direct and indirect costs of the detention or confinement of these imnates in 
tho Caribou County Jail. 
4. Reitnb\\rsement for costs of confinement of these out of county inmates are set by 
co11tract. l ltave attached a tl'ue and accurate copy of those agreements to thls affidavit. (See 
Exhibit "A") attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference). 
FURTI-IBR YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 
DATED this _16-day of_August_, 2016. 
Shei · ff Michael aderlie 
,11111llll/111, , ·-· C ./'''';9-~! .. f ~~~Ji;bou om1ty1 Idaho 
STATEOFIDAHO ) ff /' ~OTAfil,t, \ \ 
) ss. .:; • ...... ! = 
Cou11tyofCal'ibo,1 ) ~ \ '°Uauc · / } 
~ .n', •' ~ 
~ u~••• ••• ~ 
SUBSCRIBED AND SW~~~lld~~~tf this .lk_ day of Quq USJ ''"""""'' ,J U,--fJ;c, "{/ 120}6, 
Public for Idaho / /, 
nission Expires --+l-1--q......._ll_.~------1 I 
AFFIDAVIT OF SHERIFF MICHAEL HADERLIE- PAGE 2 
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\~W IIUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY lh~ 
RECEIVED REMOTE CSID -TION PAGES 
ugust 16, 2016 4:09:41 PM MDT 208 577 3319 129 6 
Aug, 16. 2016 4: 19PM ADA CO SHERIFF No. 4507 




I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this -1.LL_ day of~ J ~2016, I served a trne a11d 
con-ect copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF SHER~AEL HADERLIE to the 
following pe1·son by the fo!lowing method; 
Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
Legal Assistant 
AFFIDAVIT OF SHERIFF MICHAEL HADERLIE -PAGE 3 
-v"'" Hand Delive1y 
_L U.S.Mail 
Certified Mail 
__ Facsimile (208) 384u5844 
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CARIBOU COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER 
INMATE HOUSING AGREEMENT 
County of Franklin Inmates held in the Caribou County Criminal Justice Center owned 
and operated by Caribou County; 
Whereas, Idaho Code 67-2326 through 67-2333 authorized the joint exercise of powers 
among public agencies; 
Whereas, the respective undersigned persons representing Franklin County and Caribou 
County both political subdivisipns of the State of Idaho, by action of their Board of County 
Commissioners agree to enter into an agreement in relation to the housing of prisoners, 
Now therefore, the patties agree as follows: 
I 
STATE OF PURPOSE 
The purpose of this Agreement shall be to allocate the duties and liabilities between 
Franklin County (herein the "County") and Caribou County operating the (herein the "Center") 
Caribou County Criminal Justice Center regarding the care of persons being held for impending 
court action or conviction of criminal charges. 
IT 
APPLICABILITY OF AGREEMENT 
/ 
A. The terms of this agreement shall be applicable to all persons being held or sentenced 
to the custody of County who are held in the Center. 
B. During the course of this Agreement extraordinary circumstances regarding the care 
or custody of the prisoners may occur. If the Caribou County Sheriff believes that 
returning the prisoners to County may help, the Caribou County Criminal Justice 
Center will arrange for the transfer. Transpo1tation of the prisoner outside any normal 
schedule, will be coordinated by the detention centers shift supervisor. 
c. Center shall not house County inmates under the following circumstances: 
Page 11 
. a. At any time the Center shall determine, in good faith, that the capacity of the jail 





- -( ( 
b. In the event of a ruling of a court of competent jurisdiction that housing County 
inmates, according to this Agreement, violates the Constitution or laws of the 
State of Idaho or of the United States of America, performance by the Center of 
the terms of this Agreement shall be declared impossible. The Agreement shall 
then become null and void to the extent of the Comt Order. If a court of 
competent jurisdiction declares the Center to be complying with the State or 
Federal constitution standards, this Agreement shall then be returned to full force 
and effect. 
III 
DURATION OF AGREEMENT 
This Agreement shall remain in full force and effect without further action of the patties 
hereto, from October 1, 2015 through September 30, 2016. This Agreement ri1ay be modified in 
writing from time to time, upon the mutual agreement of the patties. After the expiration of the 
initial one (1) year term hereunder, this agreement shal~ continue for successive one (1) year 
tenns upon the same terms and conditions as contained herein, unless and until such time as 
either party shall give written notice to the other at least sixty (60) days in advance of the 
expiration of the annual term, that it is the intent to te1minate the agreement of the then cun·ent 
annual term. 
IV 
DUTIES OF THE COUNTY 
A. County agrees to pay the Center a daily fee for each day beginning after the acceptance of 
an inmate that remains in detention. The fee per day shall be $65.00 per day, The fee 
shall pay the Center for ordinary expenses of housing inmates in jail. Those expenses 
shall include jail room, board, s~pervision, and medical/dental care as set fo1th below. 
Payments shall be made on a monthly basis. 
a. The Center will guarantee to the County seven (7) beds at a rate of $65.00 per day. In 
exchange for the guarantee the County agrees to pay $65.00 per day per inmate for a 
period of one (I) year in the event that County houses less than seven (7) inmates 
housed in the center. 
b. The County may house prisoners _in the Center in excess of seven (7) inmates, 
However, the Center will not guarantee space availability in the Center above the 
seven (7) beds. County will pay $65.00 per day per inmate for all inmates the County 
places in the Center in excess of seven (7) inmates. 
Page I 2 
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B. County agrees to pay the Center for medical and dental care of inmates housed at the 
Center. Facility Health Authority Care will be considered a part of the daily fee. 
Additional or specialized health care or dental care will be authorized by the County 
supervisor and paid for by the County in addition to the daily cost of housing inmates. 
C. County shall be responsible to pay for the medical/dental care ordered by the Center 
Medical Health Authority (to include prescription costs). The Center shall send copies of 
itemized medical costs along with the monthly billing. 
D. Emergency medical/dental care shall be handled following the Centers emergency polices 
and procedures. The Center will call a representative of the County as soon as possible to 
brief them as to the situation and the condition of the inmates. 
E. County agrees to cooperate with the Center to minimize internal problems caused by the 
housing of the inmates. Center grievance procedures will follow the guidelines set in the 
American Correctional Association Detention Handbook, and the Idaho Sheriff's 
Association Jail Standards. 
F. County agrees to defend, indemnify and to hold the Center harmless for actions arising 
out of the acts of County inmates for its prorate share of damages to the extent allowed 
by Idaho Law . 
V 
DUTIES OF THE CENTER 
The Center hereby agrees to meet the following obligations with respect to County 
inmates held by the Center. 
A. The Center agrees to maintain custody of the County inmate held by the Center. 
Page I 3 
1. The Center agrees to p1:ovide timely information to County concerning problems 
associated with inmates in the jail and to cooperate with County in defending 
against actions brought against either jurisdiction concerning the performance of 
this agreement. 
2. The Center agrees to notify County of any developing problems related to housing 
of their inmates. 
3. The Center agrees to notify County as soon as reasonably possible when an 
incident occurs involving their inmate in the Center which might give rise to a 
claim or complaint against either jurisdiction. 
4. The Center shall defend, indemnify and hold County harmless for all reckless, 
wrongful and intentional acts of the Center or its employees. 
000100
-( 
5, The Center will bill County monthly according to the procedures set fo11p above. 
VI 
SHARED DUTIES 
' The Center agrees to meet and confer on receipt of a written or unwritten' claim or 
complaint which reasonably implicates either patty to this contract arising from holding an 
inmate under this contract. Said meeting shall occur, and the conduct or conditions complained 
of shall be evaluated, through joint conference prior to any filings of a cross claim or t~ird party 
claim by a party to this Agreement against the other. : 
VII 
· · - · · ·····---- --- ·--.. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
A. This Agreement shall be governed and interpreted in a~cord with the laws of the State 
of Idaho. Jurisdiction for resolution of disputes arising from performance of this 
Agreement shall rest with the com1s of the State ofldaho. ! 
B. Should legal action be necessary to enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing 
party shall be entitled to its reasonable costs and attorney's fees. 
VIII 
TERMINATION 
This Agreement may be terminated upon the stated date of termination which is one (1) 
year from the date thereof, or any renewal thereof, upon notice at least sixty ( 60) days prior to 
such date. l 
IX 
SEVERABILITY 
In the event that any provision of this Agreement shall be held unenforceable or invalid 
by a comt of competent jurisdiction, the provisions not affected by said decision shall remain in 




In witness of the mutual covenants contained herein, representing that they a~e acting 
within the scope of t4.xir authority as provided by law, the parties set their respective hands this 
2lo+t--- day of tJ..e.;\--o ~ , 2015. • 
FrankHn County 
!<.p;g 
R. Dir Bowles 
Caribou County . ~44: 
Chaim1an, Board ofCounly Commissioners Chaimmn, Board ofCounly Commissioners j 
' 






franklin County Sheriff 
~ M~ ~ . 
Caribou Collnty Sheriff t 
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CARIBOU COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER 
INMATE HOUSING AGREE:MENT 
~\J®' of Qneida itul1ates held in the Cadbou County Cl'iminal Justice Center owned 
and operated by Caribou County; 
Whe1·eas, Idaho Code 67-2326 throug11 67-2333 authodzed the joint exe1·cise of powers 
among public agencies; 
Whe1·eas, the respective undersigned persons representing Oneida Count}! and Caribou 
County both political subdivisions of the State of Idaho, by action of theit' Board of County 
Conunissioners agree to enter into an agreement in relation to the housing of prlsoners. 
Now therefore, the parties agt·ee as follows: 
I 
STATE OF PURPOSE 
The purpose of this Agreement shall be to allocate the duties and liabilities between 
Oneida County (herein the 11County.") and Cal'lbou County operating the (herein the 11Center11) 
Caribou County Criminal Justice Center regarding the earn of persolls being held for impending 
court action or convlctiou of crimh1al charges, 
II 
APPLICABILITY OF AGREEMENT 
A. The terms of this ngreement shaJl be applicable to all persons being held or sentenced 
to the custody of County who are held in the Center, 
B, Dming the course of this Agl'eement extraordinary circumstances regarding the care 
or custody of the prisoners may occur, If 1he Caribou Co\lnty Sherill: believes that 
returning the prisoners to Qpuntv, may help, the Ctuibou County Criminal Justice 
Center will arrunge for the tmnsfer, Transportation of the p1'1souer outside any no1·mal 
schedule, will be coordinated by the dete11tio11 centers shift supervlso1•, 
c, Cente1· shall not house County inmates ,mdel' the followlng circumstances: 
Page 11 
a. At any time the Centel' shall determine, in good faith> that the capacity of the jail 
does not permit the housing of additionnl inmates from outside j,ll'isdlction, 
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b, In the event of a rnling of a coult of competent jurisdiction that housing ~ 
inmates, according to this Agreement, violates the Constit\ltion or laws of the 
State of Idaho or of the United States of America, performance by the Ceuter of 
the tel'ms of this Agreement shall be declared impossible, The Agreement shall 
then become null and void to the extent of the Co,1rt Ol'der, If a court of 
competent judsdiction declares the Center to be complying with the State 01· 
Federal constitution standards, this Agreement shall then be returned to fuU force 
and effect, · 
ill 
DURATION OF AGREEMENT 
This Agt·eement shall remain in full force and effect without ftnther action of the parties 
hereto, from July 01, 2016 thro\lgh September :30, 2016. This Agreement may be modified in 
writing from time to time, upon the mutual agreement of the pal'lies. Afte1· the exphation of the 
initial term he1·eu11del', this agreement shall couthme for successive one (1) yea1· terms upon the 
same terms and conditions as contained herein, u1tless and until such time as either party shall 
give wl'itten notice to the othel' at least sixty (60) days in advance of the expirntion of the annual 
term, that it is the intent to teLminate the agreement of the then curtent annual term. 
IV 
DUTIES OF THE COUNTY 
A. County agrees to pay the Centc1· a daily fee for each day beginning after the acceptance of 
an inmate that remains in detention. The fee per day shall be $65,00 per day. The fee 
shall pay the Center for ordinary expenses of housing inmates in jaU, Those expenses 
sha11 include jail room, board, supervision, and medical/dental cnre as set forth below. 
Payments shall be made on a monthly basis, 
a. The Center will g\larnntee to the County five (S) beds at a rate of $65,00 per day, 111 
exchange fot' the guarantee the C.ountv agrees to pay $65,00 per day pel' inmate for 
the perlod, July 01, 2016 thtough September 30, 2016, i11 the event that County 
houses less thtm five (5) 1mnatcs housed 111 the center, 
b. The County may house pdsoners in the Center in excess of five (S) inmates. 
Page I 2 
However, the Center will not guarnntee space availabHity in the Center above the five 
(S) beds, County wHl pay $65,00 per day per inmate for all lmnates the Countv places 
in the Ceuter .. in excess of five (5) inmates, 
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B. Countx agrees to pay the Center for medical and dental care of inmates housed at the 
Center. Facility Health Authol'ity Care will be considered a part of the daily fee, 
Additional or specialized health care 01· dental care will be authorized by the County 
supervisor and pnld for by the Cmmt~ in addition to the daily cost of housing inmates. 
C, Counw shall be 1'espo11sible to pay for the medical/dental care ordered by the Center 
Medical Health Authority (to include prescription costs), The Center shall send copies of 
itemized medical costs along with the monthly billing, 
D, Emergency medical/dental care shall be handled foJlowing the Centeri1 emergency polices 
and procedures. Tho Center will c1dl a reJ>resentative of the Countv as soon as possible to 
brief them as to the situation and the condition of the inmates. 
E, County agi:ees to cooperate witl1 the Center to m.initnize internal pl'oblems caused by the 
housing of the inmates, Center grievance procedutes will follow the guidelines set in the 
Amedcan Corxectlonnl Association Detention Handbook, and the Idaho Sheriff's 
Association Jail Standards, 
F, Count.Y. agrnes to defend> indemnify and to hold the Center hnrmless for actions arlshlg 
out of the acts of ggyut¥ inmates for Us prorate share of damages to the extent allowed 
by Idaho Law 
V 
DUTIES OF THE CENTER 
The Cente1· hereby agrees to meet the following ob1igations with respect to Counw 
inmates held by the Center. 
A. The Ce11ter ag1·ees to maintain custody of the Qoun,ty inmate held by the Centel'. 
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1, The Cente~ agrees to provide timely information to County conceming problems 
associated with inmates in the jail and to cooperate with Count:t in defending 
against actions brought against either jurisdiction concerning the performance of 
this agL·eement. 
2, The Center agl'ees to notify CQQITTX of any developing problems l'elated to housing 
of their inmates. 
3. The Cente1· agrees to notify County as soon as reasonably possible when an 
incident occurs involving thelr inmate in the Center which might give l'lse to a 
claim or complaint against either jurisdiction, 
4. The Center shall defend, Jndemnlfy and hold County harmless for all reckless, 
wrongful and Intentional acts of the Center or its employees. 
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5, The Center wlll bill Conntv monthly according to the pt'ocedures set forth above, 
VI 
SHAUED DUTIES 
The Center agrees to meet and confer on 1·eceipt of a written or unwritten claim or 
complaint which reasonably implicates either tJarty to this contract arising from holding Hn 
h1mate under this contract. Said meeting shall occm·, and the co11duct or conditions complained 
of shall be evaluated, through joh1t confe1·ence prim· to any filings of a cross claim or third party 
clllim by a party to this Agreeme11t against the other, 
VII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
A. This Agreement shall be governed and inte11lreted in accord with the laws of the State 
of Idaho, Jul'lsdictiou fo1• resolutio11 of disputes m·ising from perfo1ma11ce of this 
Agreement shall rest with the comts of the State ofldaho, 
B, Should legal action be necessm·y to enforce tlte terms of this Agreement, the prevailing 
party shall be entitled to its reasonable costs and attorney's fees, 
vm 
TERMINATION 
This Agreement may be terminated by either pin·ty upon the stated date of termination 
which is Septcmbe1· 30, 2016, or any renewal thereo~ upon notice at least sixty (60) days pl'lor 
to such termination date, 
IX 
SEVERABILITY 
In the event that any provision of this Agt·eement shall be held unenforceable 01· invalid 
by a ooUl't of competent jlnlsdiction, the provisions not affected by suid decision sllall remain in 
full force ancl effect. 
Page I 4 
000106
In witness of the mut\lal covenants contained herein, representing that they are acting 
within the scope of their authority as provlded by Jaw, tl1e pal'ties set their respective hRnds this 
c2Z 'dt- day of .JuN- , 2016. 









Chaln11a111 Board of County Coo1mlsslonors 







CARIBOU COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER 
INMATE HOUSING AGREEMENT 
County of Bear Lake inmates held in the Caribou County Criminal Justice Center owned 
and operated by Caribou County; 
Whereas, Idaho Code 67-2326 through 67-2333 authorized the joint exercise of powers 
· among public agencies; 
Whereas, the respective undersigned persons representing Bear Lake County and Caribou 
County both political subdivisions of the State of Idaho, by action of their Board of County 
Commissioners agree to enter into an agreement in relation to the housing of prisoners. 
Now therefore, the parties agree as follows: 
I 
ST ATE OF PURPOSE 
The purpose of this Agreement shall be to allocate the duties and liabilities between Bear 
Lake County (herein the "County") and Caribou County operating the (herein the "Center") 
Cal'ibou County Criminal Justice Center regarding the care of persons being held for impending 
court action or conviction of criminal charges. 
II 
APPLICABILITY OF AGREEMENT 
A. The terms of this agreement shall be applicable to all persons being held or sentenced 
to the custody of County who are held in the Center. 
B. During the course of this Agreement extraordinary circumstances regarding the care 
or custody of the prisoners may occur. If the Caribou County Sheriff believes that 
returning the prisoners to County may help, the Caribou County Criminal Justice 
Center will arrange for the transfer. Transportation of the prisoner outside any normal 
schedule, will be coordinated by the detention centers shl:ft. supervisor. 
c. Center shall not house County inmates under the following circumstances: 
Page 11 
a. At any time the Center shall determine, in good faith, that the capacity of the jail 
does not permit the housing of additional inmates from outside jurisdiction. 
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b. In the event of a ruling of a court of competent jurisdiction that housing County 
inmates, according to this Agreement, violates the Constitution or laws of the 
State of Idaho or of the United States of America, performance by the Center of 
the terms of this Agreement shall be declared in1possible. The Agreement shall 
then become null and void to the extent of the Court Order. If a court of 
competent jurisdiction declares the Center to be complying with the State or 
Federal constitution standards, this Agreement shall then be returned to full force 
and effect. 
III 
DURATION OF AGREEMENT 
This Agreement shall remain in fuIJ force and effect without further action of the parties 
hereto, from October 1, 2015 through September 30, 2016. This Agreement may be modified in 
writing from time to time, upon the mutual agreement of the patties. After the expiration of the 
initial one (1) year term hereunder, this agreement shall continue for successive one (1) year 
terms upon the same terms and conditions as contained herein, unless and until such time as 
either patty shall give written notice to the other at least sixty (60) days in advance of the 
expiration of the aimual term, that it is the intent to terminate the agreement of the then current 
annual term. 
IV 
DUTIES OF THE COUNTY 
A. County agrees to pay the Center a daily fee for each day beginning after the acceptance of 
an inmate that remains in detention. The fee per day shall be $65.00 per day. The fee 
shall pay the Center for ordinary expenses of housing inmates in jail. Those expenses 
shall include jail room, board, supervision, and medical/dental care as set forth below. 
Payments shall be made on a monthly basis. 
a. The Center will guarantee to the County six (6) beds at a rate of $65.00 per day. In 
exchange for the guarantee the County· agrees to pay $65.00 per day pet' inmate for a 
period of one ( 1) year in the event that County houses less than six ( 6) inmates 
housed in the center. 
b. The County may house prisoners in the Cente1· in excess of six (6) inmates. However, 
the Center will not guarantee space availability in the Center above the six (6) beds. 
County will pay $65.00 per day per inmate for all inmates the County places in the 




B. County agrees to pay the Center for medical and dental care of inmates housed at the 
Center. Facility Health Authority Care will be considered a part of the daily fee. 
Additional or specialized health care or dental care will be authorized by the County 
supervisor and paid for by the County in addition to the daily cost of housing inmates. 
C. County shall be responsible to pay for the medical/dental care ordered by the Center 
Medical Health Authority (to include prescription costs). The Center shall send copies of 
itemized medical costs along with the monthly billing. 
D. Emergency medical/dental care shall be handled following the Centers emergency polices 
and procedures. The Center will call a representative of the County as soon as possible to 
brief them as to the situation and the condition of the inmates. 
E. County agrees to cooperate with the Center to minimize internal problems caused by the 
housing of the inmates. Center grievance procedures will follow the guidelines set in the 
American Correctional Association Detention Handbook, and the Idaho Sheriffs 
Association Jail Standards. 
F. County agrees to defendi indemnify and to hold the Center harmless for actions arising 
out of the acts of County inmates for its prorate share of damages to the extent allowed 
by Idaho Law 
V 
DUTIES OF THE CENTER 
The Center hereby agrees to meet the following obligations with respect to County 
inmates held by the Center. 
A. The Center agrees to maintain custody of the County inmate held by the Center. 
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1. The Center agrees to provide timely information to County concerning problems 
associated with inmates in the jail and to cooperate with County in defending 
against actions brought against either jurisdiction concerning the performance of 
this agreement. 
2. The Center agrees to notify County of any developing problems related to housing 
of their inmates. 
3, The Center agrees to notify County as soon as reasonably possible when an 
incident occurs involving their inmate in the Center which might give rise to a 
clau.11 or complaint against either jurisdiction. 
4. The Center shall defend, indemnify and hold County harmless for all reckless, 
wrongful and intentional acts of the Center or its employees. 
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5. !he Center will bill County monthly according to the procedures set forth above. 
VI 
SHARED DUTIES 
The Center agrees to meet and confer on receipt of a written or unwritten claim or 
complaint which reasonably implicates either party to this contract arising from holding an 
inmate under this contract. Said meeting shall occur, and the conduct or conditions complained 
of shall be evaluated, through joint conference prior to any filings of a cross claim or third party 
claim by a party to this Agreement against the other. 
VII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
A. This Agreement shall be governed and interpreted in accord with the laws of the State 
of Idaho. Jurisdiction for resolution of disputes arising from performance of this 
Agreement shall rest with the courts of the State of Idaho. 
B. Should legal action be necessary to enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing 
party shall be entitled to its reasonable costs and attorney's fees. 
VIII 
TERMINATION 
This Agreement may be terminated upon the stated date of termination which is one ( 1) 




In the event that any provision of this Agreement shall be held unenforceable or invalid 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, the provisions not affected by said decision shall remain in 
full force and effect. 
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r-' 15 10:29 FROM- CA-)U CLERK 
( 
208-547-4759 D T-418 POOOG/0008 F-085 
(_ 
In wimess of the mutual covenants contained herein, rep.resenting that they are .acting 
within the scope of th~~· au ority provided by law, the parties set their respective hands this 
/If ti'- _ day of . · tr 2015. 
Carjhon County 
Rasmussen /!ed.~ 4' arlSomsen 
Cl Boacd ofCOll.llty OJ.mmlssloners Chalnnllll, Board ofCoun.tyCqmmJssloncrs 





Car.!~ou County Sheriff 
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ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A, MORGAN 
Scni01· Deputy Pmsecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Pi-osecuting Attomey 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Sti:eet, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 





) Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
) 
DEPUTY 
) AFFIDAV1T OF LT. ANDY 
vs, 
ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARYRANEY, in his 
Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and THE 
BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
· Defendants, 
STA1E OF IDAHO -) 
) ss. 
County of Gooding ) 









LT. ANDY HOFFMAN, being first duly swom upon oath, and being ovet.· the· age of 
eighteeu (18) and otherwise competent to testify in thls matter, deposes and says: 
AFFIDAVIT OF LT. ANDY HOFFMAN~ PAGE~ 
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TIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY itit 
. ,c RECEIVED DURATION PAGES STATUS 
August 16, 2016 4:09: 
REMOTE CSIO 
208 577 3319 129 6 Received 
Aug. 16. 2016 4: 17PM ADA CO SHERIFF No. 4507 P. 2 
1. I am currently 1:he Jnil Administrator for the Gooding County Sheriff's Office. and 
I make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge, unless stated otherwise. 
2, I have served as the Administrator for the Gooding County Jail since July 16~ 
2007. 
3. Gooding County has entei-ed into ag1:eemen:ts with Lincoln and Catnas Counties to 
house their inmates in the Gooding County Jail. Under these a&reements, a district judge or 
magistrate in Lincoln and Camas County can O!der a defendant in that county to be confined in 
the Gooding County ·jail. When this oooUl'S1 tb.e county from which the inm.ate ol'iginated is 
responsible f~r all direct and iudfrect costs of the detention or confinement of these inmates in 
the Gooding Couuty Jail. Reimbursement rates for costs of confinement of these out of county 
irunates are set by agreement. 
FURTHER YOURAFFIANT SAYETHNAUGHT. 
DATED this 1h day of . ~,.., ~'1 Srl"' • 2016. 
Lt. Andy Ho-ffuJn ~ 
Gooding County Sheriff's Office 
AF'FIDAVITOFLT, ANDYHOFFMAN-PAGE2 
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OTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY ,~,~ 
. ,c. RECEIVED REMOTE CSID DURATION PAGES STATUS 
August 16, 2016 4:12:32 PM MDT 208 577 3319 81 3 Received 
Aug. 16. 2016 4:21PM ADA CO SHERIFF No. 4508 P. 3 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \ lp day of ~J 1fi, ,\~ , 2016, I set'ved a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing APPTDAVIT OF LT. ANDY ~AN to the following person 
by the following method: 
Robe1t A. Bei-ry 
Elam & Bmke, P.A. 
P.O. Box l539 
Boise, Idaho 8370 
Legal Assistant 








Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
NO.---~F,:-:::LE~D ----
- A.M. ____ P.M.----
AUG 1 7 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cler!< 
By SARAH TAYLOR 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 





ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COMES NOW Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint 
Alphonsus"), by and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., respectfully moves this Court, 
pursuant to Rule 56 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, for an order granting summary 
judgment in plaintiffs favor on any and all claims and causes of action asserted by Plaintiff. The 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 1 
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order seeks a determination that the defendants are liable under Idaho Code § 20-601 et seq. for 
the costs of medical services after the patient's ex parte release from custody while still receiving 
medical care and treatment at Saint Alphonsus. The parties have agreed that a determination is 
not sought at this time as to the amount owed for the costs of treating the patient. 
This motion is supported by the Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for 
Summary Judgment, the Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment, the Affidavit of Tanya Krafft, M.D. in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment, all filed concurrently herewith, and the pleadings and documents contained within the 
record in this matter. 
Oral argument is requested. 
DATED this I}. day of August, 2016. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By--1~----~-------
R rt A. Berry - Of the Firm 
A orneys for Plaintiff 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ---11...- day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be 
served by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(<d) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 2 
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·~ •. " ,j' ... ,: ,r. -· • ~ 1· 
•. , 
ORIGINAL;:: 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
- NO.---'""":F~li;:;:t-,: :4:~r.,-,LcJJ-~· 
A.M.---- ~ ~ 
AUG 1 7 2016 
Cl-!A!STOPHE!R 0. RICH, C!sr!{ 
By eARAH TA'l!..C::l 
O!:?UT/ 
Attorneys for Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 




STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Robert A. Berry, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 




1. That I am the attorney of record for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical 
Center in the above-entitled action and, as such, have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
herein. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is ·a true and correct copy of the Verified First 
Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for Damages with Exhibits A-I. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the 1994 Amendment to 
§§ 20-605, 20-612, and 31-3302. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the Memorandum 
Decision and Order re: Petitions for Judicial Review and Motion for Summary Judgment in the 
Wade Gord matter, Case No. CV-2012-235 entered on March 25, 2013. 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
Ro. Berry 
tv-, 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this jJ_ day of August, 2016. 
Notuy'1icQ;I~ ~~ v1 
Residing at YI CJ; 
Commission expires: 31au) 1 q 





CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ( 1- day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be served by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(X) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT-3 
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I) - -Apr. 14. 2015 4:23PM Trinity-Health URO /SSC. No. 7124 P. 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P,A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 




APR 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By l<ATRINA HOLDEN 
OEPUn 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Cent~i-+. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE · 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY R.AlNEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMlv.lISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T, 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
VERIFlED FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR· 
DAMAGES 
COMES NOW Saint Alphonsus R~gional Medical Center, Inc. ("Sa.int Alphonsus"), by 
and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., and for causes of action against the defendants, the 
Ada County Sheriff Gary Rainey, in his Official Capacity (''Ada County Sherifr1), Ada County, 
and the Board of Ada County Commissioners, hereby states and alleges-and follows: 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AN{? 




., -Apr, 14. 2015 4:23PM Trinity-Health URO / SSC No. 7124 P. 2 
PARTIES AND JURISDICTION 
. . 
1, Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center (herein~er "SARMC") is a hospital 
facility licensed under the Jaws of the State of Idaho and is located in Boise, Ada County, Idaho. 
2. Defendants Ada County, the Ada County Sheriff and the Board of Ada County 
Commissionel"S are governmental bodies ~esponsible with furnishing all persons committed to 
the county jail with necessary food. clothing, bedding, .and II1edical care. 
3. This action is brought pursuant to state law to obtain a declaration of SARL\l!C' s 
rights and force· the defendants to pay for necessary medical. care it provided to an individual 
who atte,!Ilpted suicide while incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and _in the custody of the Ada 
County Sheriff. 
4. Jurisdiction and Venue are proper in the Ada County District Comt of the Fourth 
Judicial, State of Idaho with regard to SARMC's claims because the parties at issue in this action 
and all of the events giving dse to it are located within Ada County, Idaho. 
GENERAL FACTS 
5. On January 21, 2014, I. C-T. (hereinafter "Patient") was charged with domestic 
batt~ry or assaµlt in the presence of a child, Idaho Code § 18-918(4), in the Fomth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and fol· the County of Ada, Case No. CR-lvID-2014-0000913 
("First Criminal Case''). 
6, The Patient was arraigned ~y video in front of the Ada County magistrate on 
· January 21. 2014. (See Exhibit A.). He entered a not guilty plea and a bond of $1,000 was 
entered. (Id.) At the time of arraignment, he was in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff and 
incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. (Id.) He remained incarcerated at the Ada County Jail from 
that time through March 27, 2014. 
VERIFIED FIRST Alv.IBNDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
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7. On March 27, 2014, while still incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the Ada 
County Sheriff's custody, he was chatged with three counts of sexual abuse of a minor under 
, 
sixteen years of age, Idaho Code§ 18•1506, in a separate criminal matter in the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in an~ for the County of Ada, Case No, CR-FE~2014-0004295 
("Second Criminal Case,,). (Exhibit B.) 
8. On that same date, March 27, 2014, the Patient attempted to conmtlt suicide by 
hanging himself. He was then t1·anspo1ted _to SARMC in critical condition on that same date to 
receive care and treatment. Ultimately, due to the seriousness of the injury, he 1·equired care and 
treatment until May 24, 2014, when he was then discharged and released from SARMC's care. 
9. On April 4, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attomey for Ada County filed an E~-
Parte Motion to Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Wan·ant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
cU11.-ently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube, The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to detennine if he will make 
a full reco~el-y. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this 
time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate the 
transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek reinstatement of 
the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point where he can be 
released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the cmTent charges. The 
Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to· run as· he .has yet to be 
arraigned, 
(Exhibit C.) An Order· of Release was sigrted · by Magistrate Judge James Cawthon and entered 
that same date. ~xhibit D.) 
10. A pre~tria1 conference had been scheduled for April 3, 2014 in the Frrst Criminal. 
Case. In the Magistrate Minutes/Notice of Hearing, Magistrate Judge Theresa Gardunia noted 
that the patient was recently charged with another felony and, while in custody, attempted 
VERIFIED FIRST AivIENDED CO1Y.l:PLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGlv.ffiNT AND 
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suicide and was still in the hospital. (Exhibit E.) The Magisttate Judge noted that the State 
moved to "ROR" on that day, and an Order of Release was entered the same date. (Exhibits E, 
F.) The pre-trial conference was then reset·for thirty days out. {ExhibitE.) 
11. On May 5, 2014, · a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss without Prejudice for the Second Criminal Case. It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
· arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in 
critical coni'lition at St. Alphonsus Hospital comiected to a breathing tube, and 
although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. 
The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to Mexico for long-tenn care through the Mexican consulate . .{\t this 
time it is unknown when .or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to stand 
trial. The Defendant is in the count1:y illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to have 
him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant retum to the United 
States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates refili.ng the 
charges. 
(E~bit G,) An Order to Dismiss without Prejudice was then entered on May 8, 2014. (Ex. H.) 
. . 
12. On May 8, 2014, the State moved to dismiss the First Criminal Case, and the 
Court dismissed it on that date. 
13. The Patient ultimately incurred $304,374.92 in medical expenses/bill during his 
stay at SARMC from March 27, 2014 thro¥gh his discharge on May 24, 2014. (Exhibit I.) These 
medical expenses/bills were submitted to the defendants for payrt1ent. Th.e Ada County Sheriff 
paid for the medical care and treatment provided by· SARMC through the date on which both 
orders for Release on his Own Recognizrui.ce were entered, which was Ap1il 4, 2014·. Despite a 
demand from S~C for payment on the remaining dates of se1-vice, the Ada County Sheriff 
has refused to make any further payments relating to the remaining medical services even though 
the Patient required. ca:re and treatment at SARMC through May 24, 2014. The remaining unpaid 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGJv.ffiNT Al"\ID 
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14. Plaintiff reasserts the allegations contained in all the preceding paragraphs, and 
inco1J)orates the same herein as if set forth fully . 
. 15. Plaintiff may properly b1:ing an action for declaratory judgment pursuant· to the 
l 
Idaho Unifo~ Declaratory Judgments Act, Idaho Code §§ 10-1201, el seq., to obtain a. 
I • 
declaration of its rights, status or other legal relations under the applicable statutes with regard to 
the defendants' actions. 
I 6. Idaho Code § 20-604 states as follows: 
20-604. CONFINEMENT -- ORDER OF THE COURT. Any district judge or 
magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon any grounds provided 
by law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement facility within the 
judicial district in which the court is located. Such order may thereafter be 
amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility to another at any place 
within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located has made an 
agreement with another governmental unit or agency located outside the judicial 
district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district judge or 
magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or detained 
outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail desciibed in such 
agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a jail or confinement 
facility shall accept a person for detenti<>n or confinement upon receiving a 
certified copy of an order made pm·suant to this section. 
17, Idaho Code§ 20-605 states as follows: 
20~605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The county wherein any court has entered 
an order pursuant to section 20~604, Idaho Code, shall' pay all direct and :indirect 
costs of the detention or confinement of the person to the governmental unit or 
agency owning or operating the jail or confinement facilities in which the person 
was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the county 
wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental unit or agency 
owning or operating such jail Ol' confinement facilities. In the absence of such· 
VERJFIED FIR.ST AMENDED CO:MPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY nJDGMENT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DA.iv.fAGES - 5 
000125
- -Apr, 14. 2015 4:24PM .Trinity-Health URO / SSC No, 7124 P. 6 
' ' ' 
agreement or order fi'x:ing the cost as provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the 
charge for each person confined or detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars. 
($35.00) per day, plus the cost of any medical or dental services paid at the rate of 
reimbursement as providea in chapter 35, title 31. Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
reimbursement is otherwise established by· contract or agreement; provided, 
however, that the county may deterinine whether the detained or confined person 
is eligible for any local, state. federal or pr.ivate program that covers dental. 
medical and/or budal expenses. That person will be required to apply for tp.os~ 
benefits. and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the detained or 
confined person's incul-red expenses, and .in the event of the death of such 
detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order shall 
pay all actual buti~l costs. Release from an order pm·suant to section 20-604, 
Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not 
reliev~ the county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed 
in this section. In case a person confined or detained was initially arrested by a 
city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of this state or for 
violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or detention shall be a 
charge against such city by the county wherein the order of confmement was 
entered. All payments under this section shall be acted upon for each calendat 
:tnonth by the second Monday of the month following the date of billing. 
18. A declaratory judgment is sought declaring the actions and the non-actions of the 
Defendants invalid, illegal, and .in depriva_tion of the rights of the Plaintiff as a medical care 
provider who provid~d medical se~vices and incurred medical expenses for the treatment and 
care provided to an :inmate of the Ada County Sheriff. 
19. Plaintiff brings this action on its own b~half as an entity entitled to reimbursement 
from Defendants for medical expenses inc11l'l:ed for the medical treatment and care of an Ada 
County inmate. 
20. Defendants have inappropriately and improperly denied SARMC1s ~laim for the 
reimbursement of medic~l eXpenses incurred for the medical treatment and care provided to the 
Patient prusuant to Idaho Code §§ 20~604. 20-605, 
21. Thus, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter a declaratory judgment 
declaring th~t pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20~604, 20-605 defendants improperly denied 
. . 
VERlFIED FIRST AMENDED COMJ;>LAJNT FOR DECLARATORY mDGMENT AND 
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SARMC's claim for reimbursement of m.edical expenses for the medical treatment a-µd care of 
the Patient and also declare that pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20~605 that defendants must 
reimburse SARMC at the rate ofrein1butsexnent as provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code> 
which ·results in the amount of $97,835.18 for medical expenses incurred for the medical care 
and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient :fromAp1il 5. 2014 through May 24, 2014. 
22. The. relief sought herein is essential to preserve Plaintiff's lights and 
reiinbursement pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-605, 
23. Plaintiff has no other speedy or adequate remedy of law. 
COUNTll 
24. Plaintiff re"alleges each and e'Ve1-y· allegation in paragraphs 1 through 23 and 
incorporates the same herein as though fully set forth. 
25. As pre-viously alleged in this Complaint, Plaintiff provided medical treatment and 
care to the Patient, an Ada County im11:ate> from March 27, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
incurring medical expenses totaling $304,374.92. 
26. While the Ada County She1iff paid for the dates of s.ervice from March 27, 2014 
through April 4, 2014,_it has not paid anything further for the remaining dates of service through 
May 24, ;2.014. Plaintiff sent a demand to the Ada County Sheriff's Office requesting that 
I • 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 20-605 the Ada County Sheriff's Office reimburse SARMC at the rate 
of reimbursement as pro'Vided in C~apter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid 
balance, which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the amount of 
$97,835,18 for the medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC 
1 
i 
rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through 'tv,fay 24,"2014. 
I 
' 
VERJFIED FIRST AMENDED CONJPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGJv.ffiNT AND 
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I 
27. The Ada County Sheriff ~ongfully and improperly denied SAR.i.\ifC's request 
and/or demand to reimburse SAR.i.vIC at ~e rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, 
I 
Title 31, Idaho Code for the remaining unpaid balance, which reduced to the appropriate rate of 
I 
reimbUrsement results in the amount of $97,835.18 for the medical expenses incurred for the 
medical care and ti:eatment SAR.ivIC rendered to the.Patient fi.:om April 5, 2014 through May 24, 
2014. 
28. Ada County and/or the Ada County Sheriff has violated. the provisions of Idaho 
I • 
Code §§ 20-604, 20-605 by refusing and failing to reimburse SARMC at the rate of 
reimbUl'sement as provided in Chaptet 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014. 
through M~y 24, 2014, which reduced to' the appro~riate rate of reimbursement results in the 
amount of $97,835.18, 
29. Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial as a direct result of 
Ada County and/or the Ada County Sher.ift" s failure and refusal to reimburse SARMC at the rate 
of reimbursement as ptovided in Chapte1; 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Pat1ent from April 5, 2014 
through May 24. 2014. which reduced to the appropriate rate of reimbursement results in the 
amount of $97,835.18. 
PRAY.ER FOR RELJEF 
. WHEREFORE. the Plain.tiff prays fot the following relief: 
COUNTI 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
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' 1. For a declarato1-y judgment.declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-
605, defendants improperly denied SARMC1 s claim 'for reimbursement of medical expenses for 
the medical treatment and care oflvan Castillo-Tellez from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
·I 
2. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 20-
605~ defertdants shall reimburse SARlvfC at the rate of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35, 
Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses incu1Ted for the medical care and treatment 
. ·• 
' 
SARivfC rendered to the Patient from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, whfoh reduced to the 
' app1'opriate rate of reimbursement resulJs .iri. the amount of $97,835.18, 
3, That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and fmiher relief as the Court may deem 
just and equitable. 
COUNT II 
4. That the Plaintiff be awarded damages in an amount to be proven at trial but no 
less than the rate of reimbursement· as provided in Chapter 35. Title 31, Idaho Code for the 
medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient 
from April 5, 2014 through May 24, '2014, which reduced to the appropriate rate of 
reimbursement results in the amount of $91,835.18. 
5. That the Plaintiff be awarded such other and further relief as the Cou1t may deem 
just and equitable. 
DATED this /(° day of Ap1il, 2015. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By _ __,.,,__ _ _._ ________ _ 
Rob A. Ben-y-O£,he Firm 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
VERIFIED FIRST AivfENDED CO:tvIPLAJNT FOR DECLARATORY,JUDGMENT AND 
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VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Michael W. Frith. being first duly sworn, upon oath deposes and says: 
That he is the Regional Manager· of Patient Accounts for plaintiff, Saint Alphonsus· 
Regional Medical Center; in the above~entitled action and that he has read the foregoing 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLA11'ff FOR DECLARATORY JUDG?Y.IBNT AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES, knows the contents thereof, and believes the same to be true. 
~ji:74 
. Regional Manager, Patient Accounts 
: : Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this .Jk:day of April, 2015. 
N·~IDAHO . 
• Residingat~ ~~ 
. / 
I 
My Commission Exjres: =1~7 
VERIFIED FIRST .Al\lffiNDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
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CERTJli'lCAT:E OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this · .l ½ day of April, 2015, i caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing VERIFlED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR. 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES to be served oy the 
method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Shen:-y A. Morgan 
Ada County Prosecuting Attomey's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Fax: 287-1719 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(d1· Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
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ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Ivan Castillo-Tellez CR-MD-2014-0000913 DOB: 
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Tuesday, January 21, 2014 10:00 AM 
· · ju'dge: '"ttiorrias'Watkins . Clerk; . ·trf0. Interpreter:---------
Prosecuting Agency: _A~~c EA _GC _MC Pros: ½- l) { C \Lt r i'i t= 
PD / Attorney: D i l l . \ h. 9::€-· 





/ \)f ':5 Case Called Defendantx: . Present_ __ Not Present .:S:-1n Custody 
Advised of Rights Waived
1
Righls @PD Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
__ Guilty Plea I PV Adm~ N/G PIOB __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
¥~and$ l]QQD _ROR 
In Chambers 
__ Pay/Stay 
PT Memo _· _ Written Guilty Plea 
__ Payment Agreement 
~o Contact Order 
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ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Ivan Castillo-Tellez CR-FE-2014-0004295 
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Thursday, March 27, 2014 
DOB: 
01:30 PM 
Judge: Michael Oths Clerk: ____ _ Interpreter: ________ _ 
Prosecuting Agency: _AC _BC E1\ __ (i(.' __ M<: Pros: _____________ _ 
PD/ Attorney: __________ _ 
• 1118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
• 2 118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
• 3 118-1506 Children-Sexual Abuse of a Minor Under 16 Years of Age F 
' 
____ Case Called Defendant: _·__ Present Not Present __ In Custody 
__ Advised of Rights __ Waived Rights __ . PD Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
I 
__ Guilty Plea/ PV Admit __ N/G Plea __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
Bond$ _____ _ ROR __ Pay/ Stay __ Payment Agreement 
! 
In Chambers PT Memo _' _ Written Guilty Plea No Contact Order --
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DR# 14-405556 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kari L. Higbee 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
1
THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 













. Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 
EX-PARTE MOTION TO . 




Comes now on this 4th day of AI?ril 2014, Cathy Guzman, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, being first duly sworn, and 
moves this Court for an Order Releasing' the Defendaht on His Own Recognizance due to 
the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
., 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant ~ttempted suicide. The Defendant is. currently in 
'( 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube. The State has 
.i 
I 
MOTION FOR ROR (CASTILLO-TELLEZ),.Page 1 EXHIBIT C 
000134
-
been infonned that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the Defendant to another facility 
. ' 
at this time and are unable to determine if he will make a full recovery. The State 
anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this time will allow his family to make 
; . 
necessary medical decisions and facilitate the transfer of the Defendant. The State intends 
to immediately seek reinstatement of the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to 
the point where he can be released fro~ a ~edical care facility and arraigned on the current 
charges. The Defendant's speedy trial rigJits have not begun to run as he has yet to be 
arraigned. 
AND IT IS SO ORDERED: 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
Cathy Quzman 




















FILED .. --JY AT 1)01 .M. 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH. 
CL . K OF THE DISTRICT COURT 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











CASE NO. ___,_re;=--J _____ l/_-l/.~d_CJ.s' ___ _ 
vs. 
T\ha C()A~~-- ~U(l£. ORDER OF RELEASE 
Defendant. 
Prosecuting Agency: 
_lg) Ada County O Boise 0 Eagle 
D Garden City D Meridian 
..... 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: 











.. ·--1 D, [·to· · 
/.• Z.I , 
,., 1, - .. __ -·"'-•--··-·· 
l ' 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT ff.in.~,. 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN ~ND FOR THE CO~NTY OF AD&Ri.s
1
.;~;;:,,~\ ·.u _'~ ;£Cl!i 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) MAGISTRATE MINUTES / NOTICt'fb~.J'.JE·ARING 
) 'fl. PRE"TRIAL MEMORANDUM 
Plaintiff, ) · 
) 
) Case Number: ____ C='-(l_,/'I_I_O_,· /'-[.y-'-\ _· _q...c.!_I ____ _ 
vs. ])f.~N CArT!LL--0 - T €Lt-€Z- . ~ Event Date: __ ..,_"_,_TT,=-_ _,1_,_'·;...::co_'._Oo_,):.,__ _____ _ 
) .,... j. \ 
) Judge: ( ') Wtlv"VV'vlr,-.. Clerk: _ __:;..,l<.,_/f_,'l ___ _ 
) 




• Interpreter: _______________ _ 
,. 
0 AC El BC O EA • GC D MC /\"\) fPD'{ Private ~ B 
I • • " • , _ _....:- ----'-----------
Defendant: • Present 'fl\ Not Present (Ei_ In Custody • PD Appointed ~ PD De~ • ~1¥.ed Aftorn,ey 
D Defendant failed to appear. Bond forfeited/ROR revoked. Bench Warrant issued. Bond$ b {.!:..., ·, --{'?.id_r.,, . .,.,.,.} 
D Advised Rights • Not Guilty D Guilty/ Admit • Written Guilty Plea • No Contact • Pre-Trial Release·brder 
~ . . 
ilk.MA- ·/2...,Ct,f J{) d~t 6hf- .<l wiU ,-e.c-!r,"f/7 c,~vu.l LJ/fl Fl (.1 C.ovv•.ff '} 
I ' ,• 
,-1 l '{ • • f · ,1 LJ. 1 , ,, r · . J {i : 11 ltfllf) L-iyt!J.. l.'\C.1-tttov\v p 1,rfc./h-/}Tlv\. ~IACCI~ aiAA is f+hi 
I . l 
_,...1..,_\ _ _,1'-"· r,-=-' _ _,t...,_'O:..ai,,.=e."-J .J-._F_v_/\ ________________ • Release Defendant. This.Case Only 
,.• .. r·.1, r,-: ,_11,t·i v•11t:;T -;--
1
, O \._ ; t1 1 '-" 1 'I v 
,, ' · · · D Sentencing on 
R.o R 'ro DA (Y.'. NOTICE OF HEARING 
'i\ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge_· ______ _ 
0 Court Trial Conference on _________ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge ______ _ 
0 Court Trial on -----.....--4------------ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge '.--------x Pre-Trial Conference on 5 ~\jnH at~m WI JudgePUJ(dU ,vo, 
., • Jury Trial on ______________ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge ______ _ 
0 _________ on _________ at _____ am/pm w/ Judge _____ _.:.._ 
Q Contact the Ada County Public Defender, 200 W. Front St., Rm. 1107, Boise, ID 83702, telephone (208) 287-7400. 
You must appear as scheduled above. Failure to do so will result in a warrant being issued for your arrest, or 
default judgment may be entered if you are charged with an infraction. · 
ADA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 200 W. FRONT STREET, BOISE, ID 83702 
I hereby certify that copies of this notice were served as follows: 
Defendant: Hand Delivered D Via Counsel D 
Defense Atty: Hand Delivere~ lntdept Mail • 
Prosecutor: Hand Delivered~ lntdept Mail • 
Ml>.GISTRA TE MINUTES / NOTICE OF HEARING 
., ... _ ..__ 
Magistrate Judg·er (for Pre-Trial Memorandum·, 
···1-. • 




- -..... -... 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




vs. . ) 
\\}()j(\ lliS\\\\D-T£\\~ ORDER OF RELEASE 
) 
Defendant. . ) 
Prosecuting Agency: M 
0 Ada County i Boise 
• Garden City • Meridian 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY OF THE STATE OF IDAHO: 
0 Eagle 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named Defendant be released from custody 
4, -3-(J DATED:. ________ /--'-~--
1· 







GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Cathy Guzman 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
;Boise, Idaho 83702 







MAY O 5 2014 
CHRISTOPl-l!:H 8. RICH. Clark 
8y SAnA tvf-1:GHT 
•. -:.::J~ ..... 
IN TIIE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DIS1RICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) ______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 
MOTION TO DISMISS WITHOUT 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE 
Castillo-Tellez's DOB: 
Castillo-Tellez's SSN: : 
Comes now on this 5th day of May 2014, Cathy Guzman,' Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, being first duly sworn, and 
. .. 
moves this Court for an Order Dismissing this case without prejudice due to the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in critical 
condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube, and although he has 
somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. The State has been 
informed that the hospital personnel hope' to transfer tf1e Defendant to Mexico for long-term · 
• 
care through the Mexican consulate. Af this time it is unknown when or, even if the 
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Defendant will ever be competent to stand trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally 
and St. Alphonsus is eager to have him transferred to his native country. Should the 
Defendant return to the United States or be found competent to stand trial, the State 
anticipates refiling the charges. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
! 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Cathy Guzman 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
-
R·ECE I ye o 
MAYO 5 2Gf4 
ADA COUNTY CLERK CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KEELEY CHENEY 
DEPUiV 
IN THE DISTRJCT COURT OF 1HE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STAIB OF IDAHO, IN A.ND FOR,TIIE COUNTY OF ADA 












) ________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 




THE COURT, having received the State's Motion to Dismiss pursuant to a Motion 
to Dismiss filed by the State, does hereby Order that the Complaint filed on or about 
M~ch 27, 2014, in the above captioned case be dismissed without prejudice due to the 
Defendant's physical and mental condi:tion as represented by the State which requires the 
Defendant to be in a long-term care· facility located in Mexico as arranged 'by the 
Mexican consulate. 
IT IS HEREBY SO ORDERED. 
DATED this e_ of May, 2014 .. 
; Magistrate J 
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JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
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HEALTH INSURANCE CLAIM FORM 
A''PP.0\IEO OY NATl~NAL UNIFORM CLAIM COMMITTEE (NUCCi 02112 BOISE ID 8 3 7 0 4 
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0Msd!cetefl.l • i/,lod"icald#i • {IDl//000/lj 
CHAMPVA GROUP Fee,, OTHER 1a.lllSUREO'S I.D. NUMBER 
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CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN M 1K) F O :CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
1951 N HAMPTON RD 
CIT'( 
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HEALTH INSURANCE CLAIM FORM 
JAIL ADA COUNTY INMAT INS 
7200 BARRISTER DR 
APPROVED BY NATIONAL UNIFORM CLAIM COMMITTEE (NUCC) 02/12 BOISE IO 8 3 7 0 4 
451425994119 Z23 RI 018 CM REBILL PSl 
MliDICME MEDICAID TRI CARE 
• <Modica10 &-? • /M.,.ji;aid #J • ilDif/OoO!lj 
CHAMPV/1 GROUP , FECA OTliER 1alNSUREO'S 1,0. NUMBER (FOR PROGRAM IN ITEM 1) 
HEALTH PI.Jl.N,-, Ell.K LUNG 
0(Monlbi:rl0:.1 0 (IO~I LJ CIOCJ /Kl(ID/11 ID1055450 
2.P1'11ENrS NAME (1.:1$1 Na,no, fir:;! Nan10, M1d<lle U1tiaO 
CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
1951 N HAMPTON RD 
lc1,v 
BOISE I STATE ID 
:I. PATIENTS BIRTH DATE SEC 4 INSUREO'S NAME (lasl Nerr.o. Firsl Nama. ,llr,k!lc lr;'tial) 
M IKJ F O CASTILLO TELLEZ IVAN 
G. PATIENT RELATIOIISHIP TO INSURED ,,INSIJRED'SADDRESS iNo,,Slrnet) 
&all IKJ SpouscO c11,dO OlharO · 1951 N HAMPTON RD 
8. RESERVED FOR HUCC USE CnY 
BOISE I STATE ID 
llPCOOE 
83704 !TELEPHONE {LerJoda PJca Co<!e) 2083538235 ,ZIP COOE 837046736 ITELEPHONE(lr.tlu:laA:ea Coc!e) 2083538235 
!I.OTHER INSURED'S NAME(Lasl N,rr.e. F~s\ ~,ne, Midlllo laiU;I) 
a OTHER INSURED'S POLICY OR GROUP NUMBER 
b.RESERVED FOR NllCC USE 
t:.RESEIWEO FOR NUCC LISE 
'1.lNSI/AIINCE PLAN NAME OR PRCJGP.N,I N.>.ME 
~0 IS PATIENTS CONDITION RELATED TO: 
a EMFlOYME/JP (Cunenl ~r ?r~vit'<l-;) • YES IKJ NO 
b. AUTO t,CCIDENT? PL~E i!llllfl!l 
• YES 1K} HOL_j 
c. OTHER AC:CIDENTI 
•. Vl!S iKI NO 
READ BACK OF FOR-M BEFORE COMPLEllNG a. SIGNING nus FORM 
12 F.,TIENT"S OR .\llTliORiZEO PER&:-WS C,JGs'\:r.lURi: I jd:;ri~o lllr r.iJ.a~!.e t,! ::it1y n1elllt"i ct,j!lltrinf:1:11~!i-U: 11:C-!.\!-ll'/\O r"'"/~.,;.s lt:1, 
:.t.'m'. I ,1!$1) N'ljl;tl,f PAYlm'lll rA QVffltt:r.t.in IY:iln1Us Qlflt:.1 IIJ n17tctl \Jt It:! lhu D11n7Tt.1r, :11':(~tE t\~llncr.t Dl"b,v. 
SIGNED Signature On File DATE 110814 
I <.OAiE OF CURRENT 11.LNESS, INJURY. er PREGNANCY {lfl.PJ 15.0THE:l DATE 
11 INSUREO'S POLICY GROUP OR rECA NUMBER 
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n6.6.6 LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF IDAHO nriifi 
Fifty-second Legislature Second Regular Session - 1994 
---------------- -------- -------------------
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
HOUSE BILL NO. 752, As._Amended, As Amended in the Senate 
BY HEALTH AND WELFARE COMMITTEE 
1 AN ACT 
2 RELATING TO CONFINEMENT IN A COUNTY JAIL; AMENDING SECTION 20-605, IDAHO CODE, 
3 TO PROVIDE THAT MEDICAL EXPENSES OF AN INMATE IN A COUNTY JAIL BE PAID AT 
4 THE MEDICAL REIMBURSEMENT RATE; AND AMENDING SECTION 20-612, IDAHO CODE, 
5 TO PROVIDE THAT MEDICAL EXPENSE OF AN INMATE IN A COUNTY JAIL SHALL BE 
6 PAJD AS AUTHORIZED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS; AMENDING SECTION 
7 31-3302, IDAHO CODE, TO PROVIDE THE RATE AT WHICH COMPENSATION FOR MEDICAL 
8 EXPENSES SHALL BE PAID. ' 
9 Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Idaho: 
10 SECTION 1. That Section 20-605, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby 
































20-605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The county wherein any court has entered an 
order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indi-
rect costs of the detention or confinement of the person to· the governmental 
unit or agency owning or operating the jail or confinement facilities in which 
the person was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect 
costs shall be determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between 
the county wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental 
unit or agency owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In the 
absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in section 
20-606,. Idaho Code, the charge for each person confined or detained shall be 
the sum of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per day, plus the actaa¼ cost of any 
medical or dental services paid at the unadjusted medicaid rate of reimburse-
ment as provided in section 31-3502(4), Idaho Code, unless a rate of reim-
bursement is otherwise established by contract or agreement; provided, how-
ever, that the county may determine whether the detained or confined person is 
eligible for any local, state, federal or private program that covers dental, 
medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be required to apply for 
those benefits, and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the detained 
or confined person's incurred expenses, and in the event of the death of such 
detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order 
shall .pay all actual burial costs. Release from an order pursuant to section 
20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment 
shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section. In case a person confined or detained was 
initially arrested by a city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle 
laws of this state or for violation of a city ordinance, the cost of .such con-
finement or detention shall be a charge against such city by the county 
wherein the order of confinement was entered. All payments under this section 
shall be acted upon for each calendar month by the second Monday of the month 
following the date of billing. 







1 amended to read as follows: 
2 20-612. RECEPTION AND BOARD .OF PRISONERS. The sheriff must receive all 
3 persons committed to jail by competent authority except mentally ill persons 
4 not charged with a crime and juveniles. It shall be the duty of the board of 
5 county commissioners to furnish all persons committed to the county jail with 
6 necessary food, clothing and bedding, and medical care as provided in section 
7 20-605, Idaho Code, and the board of county commissioners is authorized to pay 
8 therefor out of the county treasury under such rules and regulations as they 
9 may prescribe. 
10 SECTION 3. That Section 31~3302, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby 
11 amended to read as follows: 
12 31-3302. COUNTY CHARGES ENUMERATED. The following are county charges: 
13 (1) Charges incurred against'the county by virtue of any provision of 
14 this title. · 
15 (2) The compensation allowed by law to constables and sheriffs for exe-
16 cuting·process on persons charged with criminal offenses; for. services and 
17 expenses in conveying criminals•to jail; for the service of subpoenas issued 
18 by or at the request of the prosecuting attorneys, and for other services in 
19 relation to criminal proceedings. 
20 (3) The expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons charged 
21 with or convicted of crime and committed therefor to the county jail. Provided 
22 that any medical expenses shall be paid at the unadjusted medicaid rate of 
23 reimbursement as provided in section 31-3502(4), Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
24 reimbursement is otherwise established by contract or agreement. 
25 (4) The compensation allowed by law to county officers in criminal pro-
26 ceedings, when not otherwise collectible. 
27 (5) The sum required by law to be paid to grand jurors and indigent wit-
28 nesses in criminal cases. 
29 (6) The accounts of the coroner of the county, for such services as are 
30 not provided to be paid otherwise; 
31 (7) The necessary expenses incurred in the support of county hospitals, 
32 and the indigent sick and nonmedical assistance for indigents, whose support 
33 is chargeable to the county. 
34 (8) The contingent expenses, necessarily incurred for the use and benefit 
35 of the county. 
36 (9) Every other sum directed by law to be raised for any county purpose, 
37 under the direction of the board of county commissioners, or declared to be a 





IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF ID~HO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF JEFFERSON, 
·INTHEMATTEROFTHE ) 
APPLICATION ON BEHALF OF WADE ) 
GORD, Deceased, FOR COUNTY ) 
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE. · ) 
EASTERN IDAHO HEALTH SERVICES, ) 
INC., d/b/a EASTERN IDAHO ) 
REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER, ) 
Petitioner/Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, BY AND 
THROUGH ITS BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, JEFFERSON 
COUNTY, JEFFERSON COUNTY 
SHERIFF'S OFFICE, BONNEVILLE 
COUNTY, BY AND THROUGH ITS 
















____ R_es_._p_on_d_e_nt_·s/_D-'-e...:f~_n_da_n-'-ts_. ___ .) 
Case No. CV-2012-235 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER RE: PETITIONS FOR 
JUDICIAL REVIEW AND MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
I. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
A. WadeGord 
On February 8, 2011, Wade Gord was taken into custody by Jefferson County 
Sheriff and housed in the Jefferson County Jail. · 
On February 10, 2011, Jefferson County Magistrate Judge, Robert L. Crowley, 
signed an Amended Order of Transport and Release: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that [Wade Gord] shall be immediately 
released from the ·custody of the. Jefferson County, Idaho Sheriffs. 
Department to the custody of the Eastern Idaho Regional Medical Center 
. ' 
in Idaho Falls, Idaho (EIRMC) and/or the Behavioral Health Center. 
(BHC) of EIRMC ... for examinatio,n, observation, evaluation, treatment· 
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and/or such other proceedings as 
1
EIRMC or its ·agents deem appropriate, 
and 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon release from EIRMC, the 
defendant shall be returned to the custody of the Jefferson County, Idaho 
Sheriff's Department, and 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Jefferson County Sheriff's 
Department shall transport the above-named defendant to EIRMC on 
February 10, 2011, and shall transport the defendant to the Jefferson 
County, Idaho Sheriff's Department upon release from EIRMC. 
That same day, Gord was admitted to EIRMC. 
On February 21, 2011, Gord passed away at EIRMC as the result of irreversible 
traumatic brain injury. The total cost of medical bills accrued during Gord's 
hospitalization totaled $240,163.40. 
B. Bonneville County Proceedings 
On February 22, 2011, EIRMC submitted a third-party application to Bonneville 
County, pursuant to LC. § 31-3501, et. seq., for assistance paying bills incurred on behalf 
of Gord. 
On April 5, 2011, the Bonneville County Board of Commissioners ("Bonneville 
County Board") issued a Determination of Denial for County Assistance, denying 
EIRMC's application for the following reasons: (1) Gord was not a resident; (2) Jefferson 
County was the obligated county; (3) Gord was not medically indigent; (4) Bonneville 
Coimty was not the last resource; and (5) Gord was in the custody of Jefferson County 
Sheriff at the time of his admission to EIRMC. 
On April 18, 2011, EIRMC appealed the Bonneville County Board of 
Commissioner's Determination of Denial. , : 
On May 31, 2011, the Bonneville C?,unty Board of Commissioners, on 
reconsideration, issued another Determination of Denial for County Assistance. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: PETITIONS FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW AND 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 2 
000150
- -
On June 13, 2011, EIRMC appealed the May 31, 2011 Determination of Denial 
and requested a hearing before the Bonneville County Board. A hearing before the 
Bonneville County Board was set for July 19, 2011. On July 5, 2011, EIRMC requested 
. 
the hearing be continued in order to accommodate a meeting between Bonneville County, 
Jefferson County and EIRMC. That same day, the Bonneville County Board entered an 
Order Vacating Hearing. The meeting between EIRMC, Bonneville County and 
Jefferson County never occurred. 
On December 13, 2011, a medical indigency hearing was held in Bonneville 
County. 
1 
On December 20, 2011, the Bonneville County Board issued its Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law, and Determination of Denial, finding: 
At the time of the necessity for medical services, [Gord] was in the 
custody of the Jefferson County jail making Jefferson County the statutory 
resource pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605. Bonneville 
County is not the responsible county and the application for medically 
[sic] indigency on behalf of WADE GORD is denied. 
R., p. 106. 
.. . 
On January 17, 2012, EIRMC filed a Petition for Judicial Review in Bonneville 
County Case No. CV-2012-347. 
C. Jefferson County Proceedings 
On April 7, 2011, EIRMC filed an application for medical indigency assistance 
with Jefferson County. 
On May 23, 2011, the Jefferson Cou~ty Board of Commissioners ("Jefferson 
County Board") issued an ·Initial Dete1mination of Denial for County Assistance. The· 
; 
,I 
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Detennination of Denial denied EIRMC's application for being incomplete and because ,, 
i 
Gord was not a resident o{ Jefferson County. 
On May 26, 2011, EIRMC appealed the Jefferson County Board of 
Commissioner's Determination of Denial. 
On February 27, 2012, the Jefferson County Board of Commissioners held a 
medical indigency appeal hearing. Jefferson County denied EIRMC's application for 
;) 
\ medical assistance. , 
1 
On March 22, 2012, EIRMC filed a Petition for Judicial Review in Jefferson 
I 
l 
County Case No. CV-2012-236 and in this, case. 
That same day, EIRMC also filed a Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and 
Complaint for Damages against Jefferson County and/or Jefferson County Sheriffs 
Office in Jefferson County Case No. CV-2012-237. EIRMC's Complaint requests that 
this. Court declare Jefferson County and/or Jefferson County Sheriff's Office improperly 
denied EIRMC reimbursement for medical expenses incurred caring for Gord. 
D. Proceedings in this Case 
This Court entered an Order Re: Consolidation on April 12, 2012, whereby it 
consolidated Bonneville County Case No. CV-2012-347 and Jefferson County Case No. 
CV-2012-236 into this case. 
On July 16, 201~, this Court entered an Order Re: Consolidation, consolidating 
Jefferson County Case No. CV-2012-237 with this case. 
On October 30, 2012, EIRMC filed Eastern Idaho Health Services, Inc. dba 
Eastern Idaho Regional Medical Center's Opening Brief and/or Brief in Support 6f 
Summary Judgment ("EIRMC Opening Brief'). 
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On October 31, 2012, the Agency Record was filed with the Court, as stipulated 
. i . 
1 
to by all parties. ! 
On November 1, 2012, Jefferson C,ounty filed a Memorandum in Support of 
. l 
Jefferson County on Medical Indigency Issues. 





' ' On December 5, 2012, EIRMC filed Eastern Idaho Health Services, Inc. dba 
Eastern Idaho Regional Medical Center's Reply Brief. 
i 
Oral argument mi the matter was held on March 4, 2013. 
II. STANDARD OF ADJUDICATION 
I 
A. Judicial Review 
Idaho Code§ 31-3505G provides:·' 
If, after a hearing as provided in section 31-3505E, Idaho Code, the final 
determination of the county commissioners is to deny an application for 
financial assistance, the applicant, or· a third party applicant, may seek 
judicial review of the final determination of the county commissioners in 
the manner provided in section 31-15 06, Idaho Code. 
Idaho Code§ 67-5279(3) provides: 
(3) When the agency was required by the provisions of this chapter or by 
other provisions of law to issue an order, the court shall affirm the agency 
action unless the court finds that the agency's findings, inferences, 
conclusions, or decisions are: 
(a) in violation of constituti~nal or statutory provisi~ns; ·' 
(b) in excess of the statutory authority of the agency; 
( c) made upon unlawful procedure; 
( d) not supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole; 
or 
' . 
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(e) arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse of discretion. 
. ! 
j 
If the agency action is not affinned, it shall be set aside, in whole or in 
part, and remanded for further proceedings as necessary. 
' j 
B. Motion for Summary JudgmC?nt ! 
Jefferson County Case No .. CV-201'2-237 involves a complaint for declaratory 
1 
' 
judgment and damages. This Court reviews EIRMC's Opening Brief in that case as a 
' ., 
I 
motion for summary judgment. 
j ; 
A motion for summruy judgment "~hall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, 
' 
depositions, and admissions on file, togethyr with the affidavits, if any, show that there is 
.1 
no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment 
. . :i 
as a matter oflaw." I.R.C.P. 56(c). ,see Grover v. Smith, 137 Idaho 247, 46 P.3d 1105; 
. . 1 
• j . 
Rockefeller v. Grabow, 136 Idaho 637, 39 P.3d 577 (2002). The burden is, at all times, 
' 
on the moving party to demonstrat~ the abs~nce of a genuine issue of material fact. 
' 
Jordan v. Beeks, 135 Idah~ 586, 21
1
P.3d 90,8 (2001). 
The United States Supreme Court, i~ Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 106 
' 
S.Ct. 2548 (1986), stated: 
Of course, a party seekini summru·y judgment always bears the initial 
responsibility of informing the district court of the basis for its motion, 
. ru1d identifying those portions of '.'the pleadings, depositions, answers to 
interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if 
any," which it believes demonstrate the absence of a genuine issue of 
material fact. · But unlike the Court of Appeals, we find no express or 
implied requirement in Rule 56 that the moving party support its motion 
with affidavits or other similar materials negating the opponent's claim. 
On the contrary, Rule 56(c), which refers to "the affidavits, if any" 
( emphasis added), suggests the absence of such a requirement. And if 
there were any doubt about the meaning of Rule 56(c) in this regard, such 
doubt is clearly removed by Rules 56(a) and (b), which provide the 
claimants and defendants, respectively, may move for summary judgment 
"with or without supporting affidavits" ( emphasis added). The import of 
these subsections is that, regardless of whether the moving party 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: PETITIONS FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW AND 
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t 
accompanies its summary judgment motion with affidavits, the motion 
may, and should, be granted so long as whatever is before the district court 
demonstrates that the standard for: the entry of summary judgment, as set 
forth in Rule 56(c), is satisfied. i One of the principal purposes of the 
summary judgment rule is to isolate and dispose of factually unsupported 
claims or defenses, and we think it should be interpreted in a way that 
. allows it to accomplish this purpos~. 
•· i 
Id. at 323, 106 S.Ct. at 2553 (alterations iri original). 
When assessing a motion for summary judgment, all controverted facts are to be 
liberally construed in favor of the non-moving party. Dodge-Farrar v. American 
Cleaning Services, Co., 13 7 Idaho 83 8, 54 P .3d 954 (Ct. App. 2002). In ruling on a • 
f 
• 
motion for summary judgment, a court is riot permitted to weigh the evidence to resolve 
I 
,! 
controverted factual issues. Meyers v. Lott; 133 Idaho 846, 993 P .2d 609 (2000). Liberal 
• I 
i 
construction of the facts in favor of the non-moving party requires the court to draw all 
I 
reasonable factual inferences in favor oft~e non-moving party. Farnworth v. Ratliff, 134 
! 
Idaho 237,999 P.2d 892 (2000); Madridv.' Roth, 134 Idaho 802, 10 P.3d 751 (Ct. App. 
2000). 
' 
The Idaho appellate courts have fol.lowed the United States Supreme Court's 
·! 
decision in Celotex, which stated: 
·' 
Summary judgment procedure is properly regarded not as a disfavored 
procedural shortcut, but rather as an integral part of the Federal Rules as a 
whole, which are designed "to secure the just, speedy and inexpensive 
determination of every action." .:.Rule 56 must be construed with due 
regard not only for the rights of persons asserting claims and defenses that 
are adequately based in fact to have those claims and defenses tried to a 
jury, but also for the rights of persons opposing such claims and defenses 
to demonstrate in the manner provided by the Rule, prior to trial, that the 
claims and defenses have no factual basis. 
Id. at 327, 106 S.Ct. at 2555 (citations omi~ed); see Win of Michigan, Inc. v. Yreka 
United, Inc., 137 Idaho 747, 53 P.3d 330 (2002); Thomson v. City of Lewiston, 137 Idaho 
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473, 50 P.3d 488 (2002). 
.i ,; 
' I
A party against whom a summary judgment is sought cannot merely rest on his . 
pleadings but, when faced with affidavits or depositions supporting the motion, inust 
I 
l 
come forward by way of affidavit, deposition, admissions or other documentation to 
' ' 
establish the existence of material issues of fact, which preclude the issuance of summary 
:j . 
j • 
judgment. Anderson v. Hollingsworth, 136 Idaho 800, 41 P.3d 228 (2001); Baxter v. 
t 
I . 
Craney, 135 Idaho 166, 16 P.3d 263 (2000). The non-moving party's case, however, 
d 
m~st b~ anchored in something more thari ~peculation, and a mere scintilla of evidence is 
I 
not enough to create a genuine issue of fac~. Wait v. Leavell Cattle, Inc., 136 Idaho 792, 
I 
41 P.3d 220 (2001). 
The moving party is entitled to judgment when the non-moving party fails to 
make a sufficient showing as to the essential elements to which that party will bear the ,, 
burden of proof at trial. Primary Health Network, Inc. v. State, Dept. of Admin., 137 
' I 
' . 
Idaho 663, 52 P.3d 307 (2002). Facts in dispute cease to be "material" facts when the 
i 
plaintiff fails to establish a prima facie cas~. Post Falls Trailer Parkv. Fredekind, 131 
Idaho 634, 962 P.2d 1018, (1998). In such a situation, there can be ho genuine issue of 
; . 
material fact, since a complete failure of proof concerning an essential element of the 
non-moving party's case necessarily renders all other facts immaterial. Id. 
C. Attorney Fees 
The decision whether to award attorney fees is left to the discretion of the district 
court. Hobson Fabricating Corp. v. SEIZ Const., LLC, _Idal10 _, 294 P.3d 171,175 
(2012). 
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A. Medical Reimbursement 
1. Review of the Law · j 
I 
.I 
EIRMC argues that Idaho Code §§. 20-604 and 20-605 require Jefferson County to 
reimburse it for Gord's medical treatment. 
Jefferson County responds that Idapo Code § 31-3506(2)(a) dictates that 
, ' 
Bonneville County, as the last county in which Gord maintained a residence, is obligated 
. I 
•i 
to pay for Gord's medical services. Alternatively, Jefferson County argues that LC.§ 20-
• 
604 only permits a judge or magistrate to ~emove a person from one jail or confinement 
·1 
facility to another jail or confinement facility. Jefferson County maintains that Judge 
! 
Crowley should have transferred Gord to the Bonneville County jail or other Bonneville 
:I 
County confinement facility. . ;1 
Idaho Code 31-3302 provides: 
The following are county charges:• 
(3) The expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons 
charged with or convicted -0f crime and committed therefor to the 
county jail. Provided that any medical expenses shall be paid at the 
rate of reimbursement as provided in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho 
Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise established by 
contract or agreement. 
Idaho Code § 20-604 provides: 
Any district judge or magistrate may order a person confined or detained, 
upon' any grounds provided by law, in any county or municipal jail or 
other confinement facility within the judicial district in which the court is 
located. Such Drder may thereafter be amended to transfer such person 
fi·om such jail or facility to ano_ther at any place within the judicial 
district. If the county in which the ·court is located has made an agreement 
with another governmental unit ?r agency located outside the judicial 
i 
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district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district judge 
or magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or 
detained outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail 
described in such agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge 
· of a jail or confinement facility shall accept a person for detention or 
confinement upon receiving a ce1tified copy of an order made pursuant to . . 
this section. 
(Emphasis added). 
Idaho Code § 20-605 provides: 
The county wherein any court has entered an order pursuant to section 20-
604, Idaho Code, _shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or 
confinement of the person to the governmental unit or agency owning or 
operating the jail or confinement facilities in which the person was 
confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be .. 
determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the 
county wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental 
unit or agency owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In 
the absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in 
section 20-606, Idaho Code, the · charge for each person confined or 
detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per day, plus the 
cost of any medical or dental services paid at the rate of reimbursement as 
provided in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
reimbursement is otherwise established by contract or agreement; 
provided, however, that the county :may determine whether the detained or 
confined person is eligible for any local, state, federal or private program 
that covers dental, medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be 
required to apply for those benefits, and any such benefits obtained may 
be applied to the detained or confined person's incurred expenses, and in · 
the event of the death of such detained or confined person, the county 
wherein the court entered the order shall pay all actual burial costs. · 
Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the 
purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not relieve· the 
county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed in 
this section. In case a person confined or detained was initially arrested by 
a city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of this state or 
for violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or detention 
shall be a charge against such city by the county wherein the order of 
confinement was entered. All payments under this section shall be acted 
upon for each calendar month by the second Monday of the month 
following the date of billing. 
(Emphasis added). 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: PETITIONS FOR JUD1CIAL REVIEW AND 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT- 10 
000158
-
In St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, LTD. V. Killeen ("Killeen II"), 124 
Idaho 197, 858 P.2d 736 (1993), the Idah9 Supreme Court addressed a factually similar 
case. ~n Killeen II, Marjorie Edmonds was incarcerated in the Ada County Jail. While in 
the jail, Edmonds began experiencing ch~~t pains and was transported to St. Alphonsus 
Regional Medical Center ("St. Alphonsus"). During her stay at St. Alphonsus, a 
magistrate ordered Edmonds released from sheriff custody to her own recognizance. 
Trying to recover payment, St. Alphonsus filed suit against the Ada County Board of 
Commissioners and Ada County. On motion for summary judgment, the magistrate 
awarded St. Alphonsus medical expenses up until Edmonds was released from sheriff 
custody. The magistrate held that: (1) the sheriffs office had a statutory duty to provide 
for the medical .expenses of a prisoner in its custody; and (2) an implied contract existed 
between St. Alphonsus and the Ada County Sheriffs Office. At that time, § 20-605 did 
not contain the sentence, "Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, 
for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not relieve the county of its . . 
obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed in this section." 
On appeal, the district court affirmed the magistrate on the basis of statutory 
liability, but held there was no contract. St. Alphonsus again appealed and the Court of 
·' 
Appeals reversed, holding that the sheriff and Ada County were not liable for payment of 
medical expenses of an indigent pretrial detainee. St. Alphonsus Regional Medical 
: 
Center, Ltd. v. Killeen ("Killeen I''), .124 Idaho 221,227, 858 P.2d 760, 766 (Ct. App. 
1992). 
The holding of the Court of Appeals in Killeen I supported the _argument set forth 
by Jefferson County in this case. In that p~oceeding, the Idaho Court of Appeals held: 
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With these rules in mind, we conclude that the governing statutes are those 
relating to medical care for indigents. The statutes addressing the duties of 
the county sheriff provide no direction as to who should pay for the 
medical services provided to indigent pretrial detainees. Other statutes can 
be applied only in strained analogy. The medical indigency laws directly 
address payment for medical services to indigents. They do not distinguish 
between civilian and incarcerated indigents, but instead speak broadly in 
terms of residence. In this case, Mrs. Edmonds' residence was in Canyon 
County. Her incarceration in the Ada County jail did not change that fact. 
In summary, Ada County is not re~ponsible, by statute or implied contract, 
for payment of emergency medical services provided by St. Alphonsus, a 
private hospital, to a non-resident, indigent, pretrial detainee who has 
suffered an illness while in the custody of the county sheriff. 
Responsibility for payment falls within the terms of the medical indigency 
laws, which imposes liability upon the detainee's county of residence. 
After the Court of Appeals issued its decision in Killeen I, St. Alphonsus 
petitio~ed the Idaho Supreme Court for review. In Killeen II, the Idaho Suprem~ Court 
held: "the sheriff and Ada County must pay prisone_rs' medical bills incurred while in 
custody .... " Id. at 198, 858 P.2d at 737.; The Court added: 
Because the statutes provide that the sheriff and the county are responsible 
only for those in their custody, a fortiori the county need not pay for an 
inmate's medical expenses incurred after that person is no longer in 
custody. We thus affirm the trial court's judgment denying St. Alphonsus 
those medical expenses incurred after Edmonds was released on her own 
recognizance. Because of our disposition, we need not address the 
question of whether a contract for payment existed. 
Id. at 200, 858 P.2d at 739. 
In 1994, the year after the Killeen II decision, the Idaho State Legislature 
amended Idaho Code § 20-605 to add the following sentence: "Release from an order 
' 
pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical 
.i 
treatment shall not relieve the county of its 'obligation of paying the medical care 
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expenses imposed in this section.'' Idaho _1994 Session Laws, Ch. 362, § 1. The effect of 
' ,1 
' 
the 1994 revision was to prohibit the results obtained under Killeen IL 
The parties agree on the basic facts of this case. Gord was in the custody of the 
Jefferson County Sheriff's Office on Febr~ary 10, 2011, when an Amended Order of 
Transport and Release was obtained and Gord was transported to EIRMC. Gord was 
' 
released to the custody of EIRMC for the ~xpress purpose of receiving medical treatment. 
Under the terms of the Amended Order of Transport and Release, Gord was to be 
returned to the custody of the Jefferson C~unty Sheriff's.Office upon his release from 
EIRMC. Gord was a resident of Bonneville County at the time of his admission to 
EIRMC. 1 During the December 13, 201 l~ medical indigency appeal hearing before the 
Bonneville County Board of Commissioners, Judge Crowley testified that the purpose of · 
the Amended Order of Transport and Release was for Gord to receive medical care at the 
hospital. Tr., p. 19, IL 7-15. 
2. Conclusion as to Jefferson County 
i 
There is no genuine issue of material fact in this case. Rather, the issue before 
this Court is whether Idaho Code§ 20-605 dictates that Jefferson County is obliged to 
pay Gord's medical expenses. This Court is mindful of the potentially deleterious impact 
on Jefferson County's finances posed by this case. However, the language of§ 20-605 is 
plain and unambiguous. A county, wherein an individual is detained by law enforcement, 
is responsible for paying the costs of that confinement. Such is true even if the detainee 
is released for purposes of receiving medical treatment. 
' 
1 EIRMC and Jefferson County agree Gord was indigent at the time of his hospitalization. 
Bonneville County points out that its Board of Commissioners has not made a 
determination of indigency. _; · 
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The decision ofthe°Jefferson Couty Board of Commissioners denying EIRMC 
reimbursement for its medical expenses incurred by it on behalf of Gord was in'violation 
.l. ' • 
of the statutory provisions of I.C. § 20-605. The decision of the Jefferson County Board 
of Commissioners should be set aside. This matter is remanded to the Jefferson: County 
Board of Commissioners for proceedings consistent with this decision. 
3. Conclusion as to Bonneville County 
As a matter of law, Jefferson County, and not Bonneville County, was responsible 
for Gord's medical expenses. The Bonneville County Board's Findings of Pact, 
Conclusions of Law and Determination of Denial should be affamed. 
B. Attorney Fees 
1. EIRMC As Against Jefferson.County 
EIRMC requests that this Comt award it attorney fees and costs against Jefferson 
County, pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 10-12f0, 12-117 and 12-121. 
a. Idaho Code§ 10-1210. 
Idaho Code§ 10-1210, pertaining to declaratory judgment ,actions, provides: "In 
any proceeding under this act the court may make such award of costs as may seem 
equitable and just." 
Jefferson County defended this case in a reasonable manner such that awarding 
attorney fees pursuant to Idaho Code § 10-1210 would not seem equitable and just. 
b. Idaho Code§ 12-117(1) 
Idaho Code§ 12-117(1) provides: : 
f 
j 
Unless otherwise provided by statute, in any proceeding involving as 
adverse parties a state agency or a political subdivision and a person, the 
state agency, political subdivision or the court hearing the proceeding, 
including on appeal, shall award ~e prevailing party reasonable attorney's 
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fees, witness fees and other reasonable expenses, if it finds that the 
nonprevailing party acted without ·a reasonable basis in fact or law. 
In Smith v. Washington County,° Idaho, 150 Idaho 388, 247 P.3d 615 
(2010), the Idaho Supreme Court has explained: 
' 
[A]s amended, LC.§ 12-! 17(1) does not allow a court to award attorney 
fees in an appeal from an administrative decision. First, to be an 
"administrative proceeding," this action would have to be before an 
agency. This case was originally styled as an application for a writ of 
mandate, which the district court correctly treated as a petition for judicial 
review. Even if this. were an administrative proceeding, the amendment 
does not ailow courts to award attorney fees anyway. It empowers only 
"the state agency or political su~division, or the court, as the case may 
be," to award the fees. As described above, no mechanism exists for courts 
to intervene in administrative proceedings to award attorney fees. By 
using the phrase "as the case may be," the Legislature indicated that only 
the relevant adjudicative body-the agency in an administrative 
proceeding or the court in a judicial proceeding-may award the attorney 
fees. 
This action is also not a "civil judicial proceeding." A civil action must be 
"commenced by the filing of a complaint with the court." I.R.C.P. 3(a)(l). 
Since this is a petition for judicial review, a proceeding that does pot 
commence with a complaint filed in court, the courts cannot award fees. 
See Sanchez v. State, 143 Idaho 239, 243, 141 P.3d 1108, 1112 (2006) 
(holding that a petition for judicial review is not a civil action); Neighbors 
for Responsible Growth v. Kootenai Cnty., 147 Idaho 173, 176 n. 1, 207 
P.3d 149, 152 n. 1 (2009) (same). As Chief Justice Eismann recently 
noted, "[a] civil judicial proceeding would be a civil lawsuit filed in court, 
and an administrative judicial proceeding would be the appeal of an 
administrative proceeding to a court." Lake CDA lnvs., LLC v. Idaho Dep't · 
· of Lands, 149 Idaho 274,285 n. 6,233 P.3d 721, 732 n. 6 (2010). 
Id. at 391,247 P.3d at 618 (emphasis added). · 
This consolidated case involves both petitions for judicial review and a 
complaint for declaratory judgment. Urider Idaho Code§ 12-117, this Court may . . 
not award attorney fees in those cons,olidated cases involving a petition for 
judicial review. 
Jefferson County Case No. CV-2012-237 is a civil action and not a 
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petition for judicial review. Nonetheless, in defending this action, Jefferson 
County did not act without a reasonable basis in fact. 
EIRMC should not be awarded attorney fees pursuant t~ Idaho Code§ 12-
117. 
c. Idaho Code§ 12-121 
Idaho Code§ 12-121 provides: 
In any civil action, the judge may award reasonable attorney's fees to the 
prevailing party or parties, provided that this section shall not alter, repeal 
or amend any statute which otherwise provides for the award of attorney'~ 
fees. The term ''party'' or "parties" is defined to include any person, 
paiinership, corporation, association, private organization, the state of 
Idaho or political subdivision thereof. 
I.R.C.P. 54(e)(l) provides: 
. . 
In any civil action the court may award reasonable attorney fees, which at 
the discretion of the court may. include paralegal fees, to the prevailing 
party or parties as defined in Rule 54(d)(l)(B), when provided for by any 
statute or contract. Provided, attorney fees under section 12-121, Idaho 
Code, may be awarded by the court only when it finds, from the facts 
presented to it, that the case was brought, pursued or defended frivolously, 
unreasonably or without foundation; but attorney fees shall not · be 
awarded pursuant to section 12-121, Idaho Code, on a default judgment: 
(Emphasis added). 
EIRMC was the prevailing paiiy as against Jefferson County. Although Jefferson 
County was ultimately unpersuasive, its arguments were sufficiently reasonable so as to 
disallow an award of attorney fees under !dal10 Code § 12-121. 
d. Conclusion 
EIRMC's request for attorney fees against Jefferson County should be denied. 
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2. Bonneville County :j 
t 
' 
Bonneville County requests attorn_ey fees under I.C. § 12-117 because it is the 
· • prevailing party and no reasonable basis has been asserted for reversing its decision. 
Bonneville County also argues it is entitled to an award of attorney fees under I.C. § 12-
, 
121 because EIRMC did not allege the Bonneville County Board of.Commissioners took 
any improper action or made any incorrect decision. 
a. Idaho Code§ 12-117 
As noted in Section III.B.1.2., above, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 12-117(1), this 
Court may not award attorney fees on a petition for judicial review. 
b. Idaho Code§ 12-121 : 
The petition for judicial review pe1;1ding between EIRMC and Bonneville County 
in this case is not a civil action. See Smith, 150 Idaho at 391,247 P.3d at 618 (holding 
that because a petition for judicial review is not commenced by the filing of a complaint 
with the court,_ it is not a civil action). Consequently, this Court may not award attorney 
fees pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-121. 
c. Conclusion 
Bonneville County's request for attorney fees should be denied. 
IV. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 
The decision of the Jefferson County Board of Commissioners is vacated. The 
matter is remanded to the Jefferson County Board of Commissioners for proceedings 
consistent with this decision. 
The Bonneville County Board's Fi.ridings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Determination of Denial are affirmed. 
' 'i 
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EIRMC,s request for attorney fees from Jefferson County is denied. 
Bonneville County,s request for attorney fees from EIRMC is denied. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
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ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Case No. CV QC 1505002 
AFFIDAVIT OF TANYA KRAFFT, 
M.D. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
Tanya Krafft, M.D., being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
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1. I am a hospitalist at Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center ("SARMC"). I 
received my medical doctorate degree from Hahnemann University School of Medicine in 1997. I 
have been licensed as a medical doctor (M.D.) in the State of Idaho since 2006 and have practiced 
medicine since 1997. I am board certified by the American Board of Internal Medicine. 
2. As a hospitalist, my focus is the medical care and treatment of hospitalized 
patients. My role is to diagnose, treat, and rehabilitate patients in a hospital setting. By virtue of 
my education, training, and professional experience as a medical doctor, I am familiar with the 
standard of care applicable to physicians in the Boise, Idaho area, as that standard existed in March 
2014 through May 2014. 
3. I have reviewed and am personally familiar with the contents of the medical file 
of patient I.C.T. ("ICT"), which file includes documentation of the evaluation, care and treatment 
provided to ICT by medical staff and physicians of SARMC, including myself, from March 27, 
2014 through May 12, 2014. I was the hospitalist attending physician for ICT from May 8, 2014 
through May 12, 2014. ICT's medical records are kept as part of a regularly conducted activity at 
SARMC. The entries into the medical chart were made at or near the time the evaluation and/or 
treatment of ICT was provided. A true and correct copy of ICT's medical chart is attached to 
Plaintiffs Responses to Ada County's First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of 
Documents to Plaintiff (SARMC 1-315). 
4. Based upon my review of ICT's medical file, I can say the medical care, 
treatment, and assessments provided to ICT were medically necessary from March 27, 2014 
through May 24, 2014. Moreover, I can say the medical care, treatment, and assessments provided 
to ICT from March 27, 2014 through May 24, 2014 was reasonable and appropriate and met the 
applicable standard of care. I hold these opinions to a reasonable degree of medical certainty. 
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5. ICT was incarcerated in the Ada County jail and was found hanging by a sheet on 
March 27, 2014. (SARMC 252.) He was unresponsive, pulseless and received CPR. (Id) He had 
a pulse by the time the paramedics arrived. He was intubated and transported to SARMC that 
same date in an unresponsive state. (Id) A C-collar was placed on him as soon as he arrived and 
he was placed on monitor. Two chest x-rays were obtained (the second after placement of a 
subclavian line), both of which were otherwise unremarkable. A CT scan of the head, chest, 
abdomen, pelvis, and angiogram of the neck were taken and showed no acute changes. (SARMC 
252-253) He was admitted with a diagnosis of hanging and post-cardiac arrest. He was noted to 
have severe hypoxic ischemic encephalopathy after respiratory arrest. (SARMC 256) He 
remained on a ventilator. (SARMC 239) 
6. ICT was eventually cleared from a trauma standpoint to his neck, and then 
pulmonary and critical care consultations were obtained. (SARMC 150) An 
electroencephalogram (EEG) was performed and showed diffuse slowing. (Id) Two serial MRis 
were taken which did not show evidence of severe anoxic brain injury. (Id) Medical staff initially 
believed ICT was likely to have a poor prognosis. (Id) ICT's course of care was complicated by 
the development of seizures in his left upper extremity and he was placed on Keppra (an 
anticonvulsant). (Id) 
7. Neurologic examinations showed improvement and an EEG on April 1, 2014 
showed delta wave activity and no epileptiform activity was seen. (SARMC 150) He was 
periodically quite agitated and impulsive, but was eventually extubated on April 6, 2014. (Id) He 
remained impulsive, tachypneic and tachycardic, but began to follow commands during the week 
of April 7, 2014 through a Spanish speaking interpreter and began to verbalize after extubation. 
(Id) However, complications arose as his periodic agitation persisted. (Id) ICT had a marked 
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temperature spike associated with tachypnea, tachycardia, fever and elevated procalcitonin level at 
the left retrocardiac area. ICT ended up with a Pseudomonas aeruginosa infection and he was 
. subsequently treated with a variety of antibiotics as sensitivities were demonstrated. 
8. ICT's tachypnea and tachycardia improved significantly and he was transferred to 
a different floor at SARMC. (SARMC 150) On April 11, 2014, ICT's swallow function remained 
abnormal and a nasogastric tube (NG tube) remained in place. (Id) On April 12, 2014, Ryan 
Williams, M.D. noted that ICT did not have insurance and was not eligible for Medicare or 
Medicaid and was therefore not eligible for transfer to a long-term acute care hospital or other 
extended care facility. (SARMC 151) Dr. Williams also noted his belief that ICT could be 
eligible for rehabilitation at SARMC after subsequent improvement. (Id) He had multiple 
impressions on that date including that ICT still had an anoxic brain injury and was still impulsive. 
9. ICT was transferred to Hospitalist Service on April 12, 2014 and remained there 
until May 12, 2014 when he was then transferred to inpatient rehabilitation at SARMC. (SARMC 
152, 265) On April 12, 2014, Ryan Williams, M.D. assessed ICT who was only minimally 
responsive, was only able to open his eyes but could not localize or move any extremities. 
(SARMC 145) Dr. Williams noted there was very little hope of recovery in relation to ICT's 
anoxic brain injury. (SARMC 149) 
10. On April 16, 2014, ICT still could not swallow on his own and, as noted above, 
had been fed with a NG tube. (SARMC 25-126) On that date, Samuel Gibson, M.D. placed a 
percutaneous endoscopic gastronomic (PEG) tube with no complications. (SARMC 125-126) Dr. 
Williams noted that ICT had made only minimal improvements, "if any", over the last several 
days. (SARMC 123) Both ICT's spouse and cousin were consulted on the issue of potential 
recovery, and both agreed that "he would want to live". (SARMC 124) 
AFFIDAVIT OF TANYA KRAFFT, M.D. IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 4 
000171
11. I understand that Ada County contends that ICT should have been discharged 
from SARMC on April 19, 2014 as the "patient was stable". This contention is erroneous for 
several reasons. On that date, ICT's recovery from his severe anoxic brain injury was continuing. 
His progress on that date was that he "appears to be making slow neurologic recovery" He had not 
fully recovered from gram-negative sepsis from the pseudomonas mentioned above. (SARMC 
111) He could not yet swallow food and remained on PEG liquid feedings at that time. ICT could 
not have been discharged safely to home given his condition, but no other facility would take him 
in light of his immigration status. SARMC had no choice but to continue its treatment oflCT. 
12. Michael McMartin, M.D. assessed ICT for rehabilitation needs on April 23, 2014. 
(SARMC 88-90) Dr. McMartin noted that ICT's cognitive impairment continued to be severe on 
that date. (SARMC 89) ICT only intermittently followed commands. (Id.) Dr. McMartin noted 
ICT was not yet ready for oral intake. (Id) As to barriers to discharge, Dr. McMartin noted that 
ICT had not consistently been able to follow commands, although this appeared to be improving. 
(SARMC 90) Dr. McMartin noted that ICT's family did not have a clearly documented plan for 
supervision or care post-hospitalization. (Id) Dr. McMartin did not recommend discharge on that 
date. (Id) ICT continued to be assessed daily by Hospitalists for Saint Alphonsus and he 
continued to make small improvements. (SARMC 55-87) 
13. Merry Sylvester, Ph.D. initially assessed ICT on April 7, 2014 and again on April 
30, 2014 and so had the benefit of comparing ICT's cognitive benefits and communication deficits 
to her earlier assessment. (SARMC 168-169, 55-56) On April 30, 2014, Dr. Sylvester noted that 
ICT presented with continuing cognitive and communication deficits. (Id 56) ICT did not 
demonstrate an understanding for the reason for his hospitalization, his brain injury, physicians' 
recommendations for treatment and for disposition and rehab. (Id) Dr. Sylvester determined that 
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ICT lacked the capacity to make medical decisions related to his brain injury, disposition or 
rehabilitation plan. (Id) Dr. Williams also assessed ICT on that date and met with the family to 
discuss ICT's disposition. (SARMC 53) Dr. Williams noted that ICT's medical status had 
improved and that his progress would be monitored and that there was a possibility of bringing 
ICT to the Rehabilitation Unit. (Id) Dr. Williams also had an extensive meeting with ICT's 
family on that same date. (SARMC 46-51) ICT's wife noted that ICT "can't legally leave the 
state as there are 3 legal cases (criminal charges) against him and the authorities will not let him 
leave." (SARMC 51) 
14. On May 7, 2014, Dr. Trapp provided an interim summary progress note. 
(SARMC 42) Dr. Trapp noted that ICT was making a remarkable recovery considering the extent 
of ICT's injuries. (Id.) ICT was still not safe to be alone and was impulsive and unstable with 
ambulation. (Id.) ICT was to be transferred into rehabilitation but that was declined due to an 
inability of family members to be there for training, so physical and occupational therapists were 
seeing him two times a day. Dr. Trapp hoped that ICT would be discharged at the end of the 
month. (SARMC 33, 43) 
15. I treated ICT on May 8 and May 12, and then discharged him to the rehab unit on 
May 12, 2014. (SARMC 5-8, 10-20. 25-32) I noted that on May 9, 2014, ICT could tolerate oral 
medications and food and he requested to have the PEG tube removed, which was done on May 
10, 2014. (SARMC 20) I noted that ICT appeared stable and was improving from a rehab 
standpoint. (SARMC 19) ICT was able to ambulate with ~ssistance on May 12, 2014 and could 
follow simple command in Spanish. (SARMC 13) ICT was accepted into brain rehabilitation on 
May 12, 2014 and I discharged him to that unit on that date. (SARMC 11) The order of Keppra 
was discontinued on M~y 14, 2014 as ICT no longer had evidence of additional seizures. (Id) 
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16. The treatment in the rehabilitation unit at SARMC from May 12, 2014 through 
May 28, 2014 was reasonable and necessary as ICT's rehabilitation was not completed such that 
he could have safely been discharged home. (SARMC 264-284) Treatment in the rehabilitation 
unit at SARMC was also reasonable, necessary and appropriate, because ICT would not have been 
accepted by other care facilities given his immigration and unfunded status. ICT met the criteria 
for admission into the rehabilitation unit as he required close medical supervision by a physician 
with specialized experience in rehabilitation and 24-hour access to nursing. (SARMC284) He 
required intense levels of physical and occupational therapy, as well as speech therapy, and social 
worker and psychological services. (Id) ICT received reasonable, appropriate and necessary care 
and treatment during this rehabilitation. (SARMC 264-284) As his discharge from rehabilitation 
on May 24, 2014, he showed improvement in his neurocognitive status. (SARMC 265) He was 
able to adequately feed himself orally. (Id) His respiratory status was stable. His mobility had 
increased to standby assistance. (SARMC 266) He continued to require close supervision for self-
care and for his neurocognitive deficits. (Id) His agitation was reasonably controlled through 
medications and he had no seizures while in rehabilitation. His family had been trained to assist 
him and he had physical therapy, occupation therapy, speech therapy and social work set up for 
outpatient basis. (SARMC 265). 
17. In summary, based upon my education, training and experience as a practicing 
hospitalist, it is my opinion that the care and treatment for ICT from March 27, 2014 through May 
24, 2014 at SARMC was medically necessary, appropriate and reasonable. ICT could not have 
been discharged to a lower level facility, because of his immigration and unfunded status. His 
family also was not ready for ICT's discharge to home until May 24, 2014. ICT required the care 
and treatment summarized above and as reflected in his medical records from SARMC and he 
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would have suffered adverse consequences and potentially death if SARMC had simply released 
him without any one to care for him. 
18. My opinions in this matter are based upon a reasonable degree of medical 
certainty. 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this \ 5~day of August, 2016. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this (}- day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF TANYA KRAFFT, M.D. IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be served by the method 
indicated below, and addressed to the following: · 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
('8 Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
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Robert A. Berry 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
P.O. Box 1539 
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Attorneys for Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COMES NOW Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint 
Alphonsus"), by and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., and states as follows in support of 
its motion for summary judgment: 




Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center (hereinafter "SARMC") is a hospital facility 
licensed under the laws of the State of Idaho and is located in Boise, Ada County, Idaho. 
Defendants Ada County, the Ada County Sheriff and the Board of Ada County Commissioners 
are governmental bodies responsible with furnishing all persons committed to the county jail 
with necessary food, clothing, bedding, and medical care. This action is brought pursuant to state 
law to obtain a declaration of SARMC's rights that the defendants are required to pay for 
necessary medical care it provided to I. C-T after he attempted suicide while incarcerated at the 
Ada County Jail and in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff. The patient was released from 
custody on an ex-parte basis while he was in critical condition, connected to a breathing tube and 
still receiving medical treatment. Despite this status, the defendants refused to pay for any further 
medical care and treatment after the ex parte order was filed, which has required SARMC to file 
the present matter to seek reimbursement for the rest of the medical services provided through 
discharge. 
As discussed in more detail below the 1994 amendments to the Idaho Code that apply to 
this proceeding resulted in a compromise to both counties and hospitals. The counties are no 
longer required to pay full reimbursement costs while a patient is in custody and now pay at a 
reduced reimbursement rate close to Medicaid. While the hospitals lost full reimbursement, the 
hospitals gained the right to be paid for the medical care and treatment provided to patients who 
are released from custody while still receiving medical care and treatment. Accordingly, Idaho 
law does not permit a situation such as here where a county unilaterally moves on an ex parte 
basis to release a patient from custody in an attempt to avoid ongoing medical costs that derive 
from an injury while incarcerated. 
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SARMC respectfully requests that the Court grant its motion for summary judgment and 
find that the defendants are responsible for the costs of care and treatment provided to I. C-T 
after his ex-parte release from confinement on April 4, 2014.1 
II. STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS 
On January 21, 2014, I. C-T. (hereinafter "Patient"), was charged with domestic battery 
or assault in the presence of a child, Idaho Code § 18-918( 4 ), in the Fourth Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No. CR-MD-2014-0000913 ("First 
Criminal Case"). (Amended Complaint ,r 5, Ex. A2; Answer to Plaintiffs Verified First Amended 
Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for Damages ("Answer") ,r 5.) 
The Patient was arraigned by video before the Ada County magistrate on January 21, 
2014. (Amended Complaint ,r 6, Ex. A; Answer ,r 6.) He entered a not guilty plea and a bond of 
$1,000 was set. (Id) At the time of arraignment, he was in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff 
and incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. (Id) He remained incarcerated at the Ada County Jail 
from that time through March 27, 2014. (Id) 
On March 27, 2014, while still incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and in the Ada County 
Sheriffs custody, he was charged with three counts of sexual abuse of a minor under sixteen 
years of age, Idaho Code § 18-1506, in a separate criminal matter in the Fourth Judicial District 
of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, Case No. CR-FE-2014-0004295 ("Second 
Criminal Case"). (Amended Complaint ,r 7, Ex. B; Answer ,r 7.) 
1 SARMC agrees with the defendants that the only ruling asked of the court is a determination as 
to whether the defendants are liable for the dates of service after April 4, 2014 and the parties do 
not request a determination on the amount owed at this time. 
2 The parties have stipulated and agreed that Exhibits A-I attached to the original Complaint 
filed on March 26, 2015 are the same as the exhibits referenced in the Amended Complaint. 
These exhibits may be found within Exhibit 1 to the Affidavit of Counsel filed 
contemporaneously herewith. 
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On that same date, March 27, 2014, the Patient attempted to ~ommit suicide by hanging 
himself. (Amended Complaint~ 8; Answer~ 8.). He was then transported to SARMC in critical 
condition on that same date to receive care and treatment. (Id; Affidavit of Tanya Krafft, M.D., 
in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment filed concurrently herewith, ~~ 5-73.) 
Ultimately, due to the seriousness of the injury, he required care and treatment until May 24, 
2014, when he was then discharged and released from SARMC's care. (Id ~~ 8-18.) 
On April 4, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed an Ex-Parte 
Motion to Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance. (Amended Complaint ~ 9, Ex. C; 
Answer~ 9.) It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
currently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to determine if he will make 
a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this 
time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate the 
transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek reinstatement of 
the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point where he can be 
released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the current charges. The 
Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to run as he has yet to be 
arraigned. 
(Amended Complaint ~ 9, Ex. C; Answer ~ 9.)(emphasis added). An Order of Release was 
signed by Magistrate Judge James Cawthon and entered that same date. (Amended Complaint~ 
9, Ex. D; Answer~ 9.) 
A pre-trial conference had been scheduled for April 3, 2014 in the First Criminal Case. 
(Amended Complaint~ 10, Ex. E; Answer~ 10.) In the Magistrate Minutes/Notice of Hearing, 
Magistrate Judge Theresa Gardunia noted that the patient was recently charged with another 
3 The medical records referenced in Dr. Krafft's affidavit are not attached to her affidavit 
as the parties agreed to bifurcate the case with respect to damages. 
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felony and, while in custody, attempted suicide and was still in the hospital. (Id.) The Magistrate 
Judge noted that the State moved to "ROR" on that day, and an Order of Release was entered the 
same date. (Amended Complaint ,r 10, Exs. E, F; Answer ,r 10.) The pre-trial conference was 
then reset for thirty days out. (Amended Complaint ,r 10, Ex. E; Answer ,r 10.) 
On May 5, 2014, a Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss without Prejudice of the Second Criminal Case. (Amended Complaint ,r 11, Ex. G; 
Answer ,r 11.) It provided the following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was in 
critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube, and 
although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the hospital. 
The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to Mexico for long-term care through the Mexican consulate. At this 
time it is unknown when or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to stand 
trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to have 
him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant return to the United 
States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates refiling the 
charges. 
(Jd.)(emphasis added). An Order to Dismiss without Prejudice was then entered on May 8, 2014. 
(Amended Complaint ,r 11, Ex. H; Answer ,r 11.) 
On May 8, 2014, the State moved to dismiss the First Criminal Case, and the Court 
dismissed it on that date. (Amended Complaint ,r 12; Answer ,r 12.) 
The Patient ultimately incurred $304,374.92 in medical expenses/bills during his stay at 
SARMC from March 27, 2014 through his discharge on May 24, 2014. (Amended Complaint ,r 
13, Ex. I; Answer ,r 13.) These medical expenses/bills were submitted to the defendants for 
payment. (Id.) The Ada County Sheriff paid for the medical care and treatment provided by 
SARMC through the date on which both orders for Release on his Own Recognizance were 
entered, which was April 4, 2014. (Id.) Despite a demand from SARMC for payment on the 
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remaining dates of service, the Ada County Sheriff has refused to make any further payments 
relating to the remaining medical services even though the Patient required care and treatment at 
SARMC through May 24, 2014. (Id.) The remaining unpaid balance, reduced to the 
reimbursement rate specified in Title 31, Chapter 35, Idaho Code, is $97,835.18. (Id.) 
IV. ARGUMENT 
A. Standard of Review 
A motion for summary judgment "shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, 
depositions, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no 
genuine issue as to any material fact, and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law." I.R.C.P. 56(c); see also G & M Farms v. Funk Irrigation Co., 119 Idaho 514, 
516-17, 808 P.2d 851, 853-54 (1991). Upon a motion for summary judgment, all controverted 
facts are liberally construed in favor of the non-moving party. Tusch Enters. v. Coffin, 113 Idaho 
37, 40, 740 P.2d 1022, 1025 (1987). Similarly, the court draws all reasonable factual inferences 
and conclusions in favor of the non-moving party. Farm Credit Bank of Spokane v. Stevenson, 
125 Idaho 270,272, 869 P.2d 1365, 1367 (1994). "However, the nonmoving party cannot rely on 
mere speculation, and a scintilla of evidence is insufficient to create a genuine issue of material 
fact." Mickelsen v. Broadway Ford, Inc., 153 Idaho 149, _ 280 P.3d 176, 179 (2012). "If a party 
resists summary judgment, it is his responsibility to place in the record before the trial court the 
existence of controverted material facts which require resolution by trial. A party may not rely on 
his pleadings nor merely assert that there are some facts which might or will support his legal 
theory, but rather he must establish the existence of those facts by deposition, affidavit, or 
otherwise. Failure to so establish the existence of controverted material facts exposes a party to 
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the risk of a summary judgment." Berg v. Fairman, 107 Idaho 441, 444, 690 P.2d 896, 899 
(1984)(emphasis added). 
The Court must look critically at the cases suggesting summary judgments are to be 
granted reluctantly or are not looked upon favorably. In its 1986 decision Celotex Corporation v. 
Catrett, 4 77 U.S. 317 (1986), the United States Supreme Court underscored the key role of 
summary judgment practice in the judicial practice: 
Summary judgment procedure is properly regarded not as a disfavored procedural 
shortcut, but rather as an integral part of the federal rules as a whole which are 
designed to "secure the just, speedy and inexpensive determination of every 
action." ... Rule 56 must be construed with due regard not only for the rights of 
persons asserting claims and defenses that are adequately based in fact or have 
those claims and defenses tried by a jury, but also for the rights of persons 
opposing such claims and defenses to demonstrate in a manner provided by the 
rule, prior to trial that the claims and defenses have no factual basis .... One of the 
principal purposes of the summary judgment rule is to isolate and [dispose] of 
factually unsupported claims or defenses, and we think it should be interpreted in 
a way that allows it to accomplish this purpose. 
Celotex, 477 U.S. at 323-27 (internal citations omitted); see also Tri-State Nat'l Bank v. Western 
Gateway Storage Co., 92 Idaho 543, 447 P.2d 409 (1968) (purpose of summary judgment is to 
"eliminate groundless claims and paper issues in cases which would end in [a] directed verdict or 
other ruling of law"). 
B. Standard of Statutory Construction. 
When determining the meaning of a statute, a court must determine and give effect to 
legislative intent. Idaho Cardiology Ass 'n., P.A. v. Idaho Physicians Network, Inc., 141 Idaho 
223, 227, 108 P.3d 370, 374 (2005). When construing a statute, the Court "will not deal in any 
subtle refinements of the legislation, but will ascertain and give effect to the purpose and intent 
of the legislature, based on the whole act and every word therein, lending substance and meaning 
to the provisions." Ada County Assessor v. Roman Catholic Diocese of Boise, 123 Idaho 425, 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - 7 
000184
• 
428, 849 P.2d 98, 101 (1993). Because "the best guide to legislative intent is the words of the 
statute itself," the interpretation of a statute must begin with the literal words of the statute. In re 
Permit No. 36-7200, 121 Idaho 819, 824, 828 P.2d 848, 853 (1992). The plain meaning of a 
statute therefore will prevail unless clearly expressed legislative intent is contrary. St. Luke's 
Reg'! Med'! Ctr., Ltd v. Bd ofComm'rs of Ada County, 146 Idaho 753,755,203 P.3d 683,686 
(2009). 
Where a statute is clear and unambiguous, statutory construction is unnecessary and 
courts are free to apply the plain meaning; the Court does not construe it but simply follows the 
law as written and need only determine the application of the words to the facts of the case at 
hand. Porter v. Board of Trustees, Preston School District No. 201, 141 Idaho 11, 14, 105 P.3d 
671, 674 (2004); Martin v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 138 Idaho 244, 246, 61 P.3d 601, 603 
(2002). Where, however, the language of the statute is capable of more than one reasonable 
construction it is ambiguous. Carrier v. Lake Pend Oreille Sch. Dist. No. 84, 142 Idaho 804, 807, 
134 P.3d 655,658 (2006). "When a statute is ambiguous, the determination of the meaning of the 
statute and its application is also a matter of law over which this Court exercises free review." St. 
Luke's Reg'! Med'! Ctr., Ltd v. Bd of Comm'rs of Ada County, 146 Idaho 753, 755, 203 P.3d 
683, 685 (2009). "If it is necessary for this Court to interpret a statute, the Court will attempt to 
ascertain legislative intent, and in construing a statute, may examine the language used, the 
reasonableness of the proposed interpretations, and the policy behind the statute." Id (citing 
Kelso & Irwin, P.A. v. State Insur. Fund, 13 Idaho 130, 134, 997 P.2d 591, 595 (2000).) "To 
ascertain legislative intent, the Court examines not only the literal words of the statute, but the 
reasonableness of the proposed interpretations, the policy behind the statute, and its legislative 
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history." Id (citing Carrier v. Lake Pend Oreille Sch. Dist. No. 84, 142 Idaho 804, 807, 134 P.3d 
655, 658 (2006).) 
C. Idaho law mandates that the jail, sheriff and commissioners are responsible 
for medical care expenses during and after a person's release from 
confinement in the county jail. 
1. The duties of the sheriff and county commissioners include the 
provision and payment of medical care and treatment. 
Idaho Code§ 31-2202 sets forth the duties of the sheriff, which includes the duty to "take 
charge of and keep the county jail and the prisoners therein." I.C. § 31-2202(6). Idaho Code§ 
31-3302 sets forth what are county charges which includes "the expenses necessarily incurred in 
the support of persons charged with or convicted of crime and committed therefor to the county 
jail. Provided that any medical expenses shall be paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided 
in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise established by 
contract or agreement." I.C. § 31-3302(3). 
The county jails are kept by the sheriffs of the county in which they are situated and are 
used for, among other things, the detention of persons charged with crime and committed for 
trial. LC.§ 20-601(2). 
The sheriff must receive all persons committed to jail by competent authority 
except mentally ill persons not charged with a crime and juveniles. It shall be the 
duty of the board of county commissioners to furnish all persons committed to the 
county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and medical care as 
provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code, and the board of county commissioners 
is authorized to pay therefor out of the county treasury under such rules and 
regulations as they may prescribe. 
Idaho Code§ 20-612(emphasis added). Idaho Code§ 20-605 provides as follows: 
20-605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The county wherein any court has entered 
an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect 
costs of the detention or confinement of the person to the governmental unit or 
agency owning or operating the jail or confinement facilities in which the person 
was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
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determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the county 
wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental unit or agency 
owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In the absence of such 
agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the 
charge for each person confined or detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars 
($35.00) per day, plus the cost of any medical or dental services paid at the rate of 
reimbursement as provided in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of 
reimbursement is otherwise established by contract or agreement; provided, 
however, that the county may determine whether the detained or confined person 
is eligible for any local, state, federal or private program that covers dental, 
medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be required to apply for those 
benefits, and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the detained or 
confined person's incurred expenses, and in the event of the death of such 
detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order shall 
pay all actual burial costs. Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, 
Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not 
relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed 
in this section. In case a person confined or detained was initially arrested by a 
city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of this state or for 
violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or detention shall be a 
charge against such city by the county wherein the order of confinement was 
entered. All payments under this section shall be acted upon for each calendar 
month by the second Monday of the month following the date of billing. 
(Id) Idaho Code § 20-604 provides as follows: 
(Id) 
20-604. CONFINEMENT -- ORDER OF THE COURT. Any district judge or 
magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon any grounds provided 
by law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement facility within the 
judicial district in which the court is located. Such order may thereafter be 
amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility to another at any place 
within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located has made an 
agreement with another governmental unit or agency located outside the judicial 
district for the confinement or detention of persons, then any district judge or 
magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or detained 
outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or jail described in such 
agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a jail or confinement 
facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement upon receiving a 
certified copy of an order made pursuant to this section. 
2. The CAT Fund and other Idaho Counties are not responsible for 
medical care of a patient's release from custody; that responsibility 
belongs to Ada County and the Ada County Sheriff. 
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The Idaho Supreme Court construed Idaho Code §§ 20-604, -605, -606 in Bannock 
County v. City of Pocatello, 110 Idaho 292, 294, 715 P.2d 962, 964 (1986). It noted that these 
amendments were made in 1973 and that the former provisions, when read together, provided for 
the use of a jail of a contiguous county when there was no habitable jail in the county. Id. The 
Court then noted that the amendments broadened the authority of courts to send prisoners outside 
the county where they were charged by enabling a judge to order the confinement of prisoners in 
other non-contiguous counties. Id. It noted that 20-604 enable prisoners to be confined in any 
county jail, and that 20-605 then defined which county was responsible for the cost of jailing the 
prisoners in other counties. Id. The Court then construed these sections along with 20-6124 : 
That LC. §§ 20-604, -605-, and -606 only regulate the city's and the county's 
responsibility for prisoners housed in counties other than those in which the city is 
situated, becomes apparent when one considers that LC. § 20-612 was not 
amended in 1973, but remains in effect today. As noted above, LC. § 20-612 
places on the county commissioners the complete duty to pay, with county funds, 
for all prisoners housed in that county . ... A more reasonable alternative to the 
county's interpretation is that LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 are specific statutes 
which pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county, while LC. § 20-
612 applies to prisoners housed within the county. 
Id. at 295, 715 P.2d at 965. Notably, there is no discussion as to who is responsible for medical 
costs while incarcerated, which was subsequently addressed by the Idaho Supreme Court in St. 
Alphonsus Reg'/ Med'/ Ctr, Ltd. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 858 P.2d 736 (1993). 
The Idaho Supreme Court was asked in Killeen to determine who was ultimately liable 
for an indigent prisoner's medical expenses and it determined that Saint Alphonsus was entitled 
to full reimbursement under the then existing language of the above statutes. 
4 Idaho Code § 20-612 then provided as follows: "it was 'the duty of the board of county 
commissioners to furnish all persons committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing 
and bedding, and the board of the county commissioners is authorized to pay therefor out of the 
county treasury under such rules and regulations as they may prescribe.'" Id. at 295, 715 P.2d at 
965. It did not reference Idaho Code § 20-605 at that time. 
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In Killeen, the patient was arrested in Canyon County on an Ada County bench warrant 
and transported to the Ada County jail where she failed to appear at her preliminary hearing. Id. 
at 197, 858 P.3d at 736. While in the Ada County jail, she experienced chest pains and was taken 
to Saint Alphonsus. Id. While at Saint Alphonsus for observation, she was released from the 
sheriffs custody by magistrate's order. Id. Saint Alphonsus brought suit seeking compensation 
for all medical expenses. Id. at 198, 858 P.3d at 737. 
A magistrate judge granted Saint Alphonsus's motion for summary judgment, awarding 
Saint Alphonsus medical expenses incurred up until the prisoner was released on her own 
recognizance. Id. The magistrate ruled that the sheriff has a statutory duty to pay medical 
expenses incurred by prisoners in his custody and that an implied contract for payment existed 
between Saint Alphonsus and the sheriff. Id. Saint Alphonsus appealed from the magistrate 
court's decision, seeking the full amount of the patient's medical expenses (including those 
incurred after she was released on her own recognizance), and Ada County cross-appealed, 
asserting that it was not responsible for any of the expenses. Id. The district court affirmed the 
magistrate court's ruling of county liability, agreeing with the trial court on the statutory duty 
basis theory but finding no contract. Id. 
Saint Alphonsus then appealed and Ada County cross-appealed from the district court's 
decision to the Idaho Supreme Court, which assigned the case to the Court of Appeals. Id. The 
Court of Appeals reversed, holding that (1) the sheriff and Ada County are not responsible for 
payment of medical expenses in the case of an indigent pretrial detainee and (2) state medical 
indigency statutes control. Id. The Idaho Supreme Court granted Saint Alphonsus's petition for 
review with the primary issue presented as to whether the sheriff has a statutory duty to pay for 
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medical expenses incurred by those detained in his custody. Id The Idaho Supreme Court held 
that the sheriff and Ada County must pay prisoners' medical bills incurred while in custody. Id. 
On appeal, Ada County argued that the medical indigency statute (Title 31, Chapter 3 5, 
Idaho Code) governed and was the statutory scheme that providers were required to seek 
payment under. Id The Idaho Supreme Court disagreed with Ada County: "We agree with St. 
Alphonsus that the Idaho Code contemplates that when a person is in the sheriffs custody, 
whether indigent or not, the sheriff and custodial county are responsible for payment of medical 
expenses incurred." Id at 199, 858 P.3d at 737. The Court then noted that Idaho Code § 31-
3302(2) "clearly" made the county responsible for all expenses necessarily incurred while in the 
jail: "In light of the explicit allocation of responsibility to the county, I.C. § 31-3302(3) makes it 
clear that Idaho law places on the county the financial responsibility for all persons maintained in 
the county jail." Id 
Ada County then argued that Idaho Code § 20-612 failed to mention medical expenses, 
which limited the meaning of Idaho Code § 31-3302, but the Court disagreed with this 
contention, finding that Idaho Code § 20-612 was not an exclusive list and did not limit the 
meaning of expenses necessary incurred. Id The Court then turned to Idaho Code § 20-605: 
Idaho Code § 20-605 states that the county in which a court has entered an order 
of confinement "shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or 
confinement" to the county that actually houses the prisoner. Included in these 
costs is "the actual cost of any medical ... services; provided however, that the 
county may determine whether the detained or confined person is eligible for any 
local, state, federal or private program that covers ... medical ... expenses." It 
continues, "That person will be required to apply for those benefits, and any such 
benefits obtained may be applied to the detained or confined person's incurred 
expenses .... " Idaho Code § 20-605 provides guidance by analogy for finding that 
the county in which the prisoner is detained is obligated to pay and shows that the 
legislature contemplated that the county generally would pay medical expenses 
and then, in appropriate situations, be reimbursed. Accordingly, we find little 
merit in Ada County's concern that placing on it the statutory responsibility for 
medical expenses is tantamount to subjecting taxpayers to subsidization of the 
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health care of those prisoners who can afford to pay for their own medical care; 
nothing prevents the sheriff or the county from demanding reimbursement from 
those prisoners who do have or reasonably expect funds or other available 
resources. 
Id. at 199-200, 858 at 738-39. 
The Court was sympathetic to the jail regarding its requirement to pay all costs as 
opposed to those reduced to the Medicaid reimbursement rate, but said that re-allocation of the 
responsibility was within the province of the Legislature. Id. at-200, 858 at 739. As discussed 
immediately below, this is what the Legislature has since done. Finally, the Court noted that the 
"because the statutes provide that the sheriff and the county are responsible only for those in 
their custody, a fortiori, the county need not pay for an inmate's medical expenses incurred after 
that person is no longer in custody." Id. 
The legislature amended Idaho Code§§ 20-605, 20-612, and 31-3302 the very next year 
in 1994 in the following manner: 
Idaho Code § 20-605 
In the absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in 
section 20-606, Idaho Code, the charge for each person confined or detained shall 
be the sum of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per day, plus the aemal cost of any 
medical or dental services paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided 
in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise 
established by contract or agreement; . . . Release from an order pursuant to 
section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical 
treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section. 
Idaho Code § 20-612 
It shall be the duty of the board of county commissioners to furnish all persons 
committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and 
medical care as provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code, ... 
Idaho Code§ 31-3302 
(3) The expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons charged with or 
convicted of crime and committed therefor to the county jail. Provided that any 
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• 
medical expenses shall be paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided in chapter 
35. title 31. Idaho Code. unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise established 
by contract or agreement. 
(Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. 2.) As noted by District Judge Dane H. Watkins, Jr. of the Seventh 
Judicial District of Idaho, the significance of the amendment to Idaho Code § 20-605 was to 
prohibit the results obtained under Killeen; namely, that a county and sheriff were not 
responsible for medical expenses incurred after a person was no longer in custody. (Affidavit of 
Counsel, Ex. 3, pp. 12-13.) Judge Watkins determined that the language ofldaho Code§ 20-605 
dictated the following result: "A county, wherein an individual is detained by law enforcement, 
is responsible for paying the costs of that confinement. Such is true even if the detainee is 
released for purposes of receiving medical treatment." (Id. p. 13.) 
The Idaho Supreme Court has since construed I.C. § 20-605 but only in passing. In 2006, 
it noted that "The county jails are required under I.C. § 20-604 to accept a person for 
confinement upon receiving a judgment or other judicial order for confinement." State v. Horejs, 
143 Idaho 260 (Ct. Ap. 2006). In 2009, it noted that "I.C. § 20-605 allows a county to charge a 
city for confinement of convicted persons who were charged by city officer for violators of state 
motor vehicle laws or city ordinances." City of Boise v. Ada County, 147 Idaho 794 (2009). 
Finally, in 2014, it noted that "Idaho Code§ 20-604 uses 'other confinement' facility to refer to a 
place where a district judge or magistrate has ordered a person confined or detained." State v. 
Dugan, 157 Idaho 254 (Ct. App. 2014). 
D. The Ada County jail, Ada County sheriff and Ada County commissioners are 
responsible for I. C-T's medical care expenses after his ex-parte release. 
Idaho law requires the defendants to pay for the cost of medical care and treatment after a 
confined individual in a county jail is released from custody for the purpose of receiving medical 
care and treatment. I. C-T was confined by Court order when the Court set bail at $1,000 during 
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his arraignment on January 21, 2014 and I. C-T remained confined in the Ada County Jail from 
that date until his attempted suicide on March 27, 2014. Alternatively, he was committed to jail 
by competent authority as he could not leave at any time from January 21, 2014 through March 
27, 2014, which is further demonstrated by the courts' issuance of orders for release/dismissal 
without prejudice. His release by Court Order and the Order to Dismiss Without Prejudice 
demonstrate that the release was for the sole purpose of receiving medical treatment and that the 
state intended to "immediately seek reinstatement of the bond" or refile the charges should his 
condition improve where the patient could be released from a medical care facility, return to the 
United States or be found competent to stand trial. Accordingly, under Idaho law, the defendants 
were and are required to pay for I. C-T's medical care and treatment after his release from 
confinement. 
1. The defendants are responsible for I. C-T's costs of medical care and 
treatment after his release from confinement in the Ada County jail 
based upon Idaho Code § 20-604 and Idaho Code § 20-605. 
I. C-T was in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff when he was arraigned on January 
21, 2014 and he remained incarcerated at the Ada County Jail from that time through March 27, 
2014. (Amended Complaint ,r,r 5-6, Ex. A; Answer ,r,r 5-6.) Given that he was not released from 
custody and that the Court set bond at $1,000, the Court's actions resulted in I. C-T being 
confined in the Ada County Jail by court order. In other words, I. C-T was confined in the Ada 
County Jail pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code. Given that I. C-T was confined in the Ada 
County Jail pursuant to Idaho Code§ 20-604, section 20-605 applies and requires Ada County to 
pay all direct and indirect costs of the confinement to the Ada County Sheriff, which includes 
costs of medical treatment. 
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I. C-T was taken to SARMC on March 27, 2014 for the express purpose of receiving 
medical care and treatment. As reflected by the express terms of the Ex-Parte Motion to Release 
Defendant on His Own Recognizance, I. C-T was released from custody so that he could 
continue to receive medical care and treatment: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
currently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing 
tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer the 
Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to determine if he will make 
a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the Defendant ROR at this 
time will allow his family to make necessary medical decisions and facilitate the 
transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to immediately seek reinstatement of 
the bond should the Defendant's condition improve to the point where he can be 
released from a medical care facility and arraigned on the current charges. The 
Defendant's speedy trial rights have not begun to run as he has yet to be 
arraigned. 
(Amended Complaint ,r 9, Ex. C; Answer ,r 9.)(emphasis added). Based upon the terms of the 
Ex-Parte Motion, the State intended to "immediately seek reinstatement of the bond" once I. 
C-T could be released from medical treatment at SARMC. (Id. emphasis added) Idaho Code § 
20-605 clearly dictates that the defendants are obligated to pay I. C-T's medical expenses where 
he has been released from confinement for the purpose of receiving medical treatment, which is 
the case here. 
2. In the alternative, the defendants are responsible for I. C-T's costs of 
medical care and treatment after his release from confinement in the 
Ada County jail based upon Idaho Code § 20-605 and Idaho Code § 
20-612. 
In the alternative, and assuming the Court does not find that the patient's ongoing 
confinement at the Ada County Jail to have been made pursuant to an order of confinement 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 20-604, Ada County is still required to pay for the medical care and 
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treatment provided to I. C-T after it released I. C-T based upon Idaho Code § 20-612 and Idaho 
Code§ 20-605. 
As noted above, Idaho Code § 20-612 requires the sheriff to receive "all persons 
committed to jail by competent authority." Competent authority is not defined. Nevertheless, in 
this matter, it is undisputed that I. C-T was committed to the Ada County Jail by competent 
authority; otherwise, there would have been no need for the two orders of release. Accordingly, 
Idaho Code§ 20-612 allows for a person to be committed to jail without an order of confinement 
pursuant to Idaho Code§ 20-604. 
While Idaho Code § 20-612 does not require an order of confinement pursuant to Idaho 
Code § 20-604, it does mandate that the board of county commissioners "furnish all persons 
committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and medical care as 
provided in section 20-605." (emphasis added) As noted above, section 20-605 addresses 
medical care in two ways. First, it provides that absent a contract, any medical services provided 
are reimbursed at the rate provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code. Secondly, it provides 
that release from confinement to receive medical care and treatment does not relieve the county 
of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed under section 20-605. 
Accordingly, given the specific directive to provide medical care under section 20-605 where 
there is no order of confinement, but a person has been jailed by competent authority, the 
defendants are required to pay for the cost of medical care and treatment where that individual 
has been released for the purpose of receiving medical treatment. Any result to the contrary 
would render the directive to provide medical care in section 20-612 in the same manner as set 
forth in 20-605 meaningless. See, e.g., Brown v. Caldwell School Dist., 127 Idaho 112, 117 898 
P.2d 43, 48 (1995) ("A statute should be construed so that effect is given to all its provisions, so 
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that no part will be rendered superfluous or insignificant. Further, we do not presume that the 
legislature performed an idle act by enacting a meaningless provision.") 
Finally, for the reasons stated immediately above, the defendants are obligated to pay for 
the costs of medical care and treatment after his release from custody, because the sole purpose 
for the release was for I. C-T to continue to receive medical treatment. 
III. CONCLUSION 
The amendments to the Idaho Code immediately after Killeen demonstrate a compromise 
to the outcome reached in Killeen. A county is no longer required to pay the full costs of medical 
care and treatment while an individual is in custody; rather, a county now pays a much reduced 
rate, which is equivalent to a Medicaid rate of reimbursement based on Chapter 35, Title 31, 
Idaho Code. While the hospitals lost full reimbursement, the hospitals gained the right to be paid 
for the medical care and treatment provided to patients in custody who are then released from 
custody while still receiving medical care and treatment. Idaho law does not allow a situation 
such as here where a county unilaterally moves on an ex parte basis to release a patient from 
custody in an attempt to avoid ongoing medical costs that derive from an injury while 
incarcerated. For all of these reasons, SARMC respectfully requests that the Court grant its 
motion for summary judgment and find that the defendants are responsible for the costs of care 
and treatment provided to I. C-T after his ex-parte release from confinement on April 4, 2014. 
DATED this i1- day of August, 2016. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By j.t .,{-,A 
Robett A. Berry- Of the Firm 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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the following: 
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Joseph D. Mallet 
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Case No. CV OC 15 05002 
ADA COUNTY'S RESPONSE TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COME NOW Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney, Ada County, and the Board of Ada 
County Commissioners ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, Sherry A. 
Morgan, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and Joseph D. Mallet, Special Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, and hereby respond to Plaintiff's Motion 
for Summary Judgment as follows. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
As argued in the Defendants' Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
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Judgment ("Defendants' Memorandum") filed on August 16, 2016, this case arises from the 
attempted suicide of an inmate ("I. C.-T.") housed at the Ada County Jail in March of 2014, and 
involves the responsibility of payment for the medical bills incurred by I. C.-T. at St. Alphonsus 
Regional Medical Center ("St. Alphonsus") as a result of the suicide attempt. Plaintiff, Saint 
Alphonsus, also filed a Motion for Summary Judgment, to which the Defendants now respond. 
II. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 
The summary judgment standard is set forth in the Defendants' Memorandum. However, 
it is important to note that when neither party requests a jury trial, as is the case here, 
[T]he trial court as the trier of fact is entitled to arrive at the most probable 
inferences based upon the undisputed evidence properly before it and grant the 
summary judgment despite the possibility of conflicting inferences. Shawver v. 
Huckleberry Estates, L.L.C., 140 Idaho 354, 360-61, 93 P.3d 685, 691-92 (2004). 
"The test for reviewing the inferences drawn by the trial court is whether the 
record reasonably supports the inferences." Id. 
J.R. Simplot Co., v. Bosen, 144 Idaho 611,615, 167 P.3d 748, 752 (Idaho 2006). 
III. ARGUMENT 
As argued both herein and in the Defendants' Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment, St. Alphonsus presents no viable argument1 that creates liability on 
the part of the Defendants for the medical bills incurred by I. C.-T. after he was released from 
custody. In its Summary Judgment Motion and Supporting Memorandum ("Memorandum"), St. 
Alphonsus asks this Court to grant relief beyond what was requested in its Amended Complaint. 
Also, St. Alphonsus ignores the clear holding of the Idaho Supreme Court that §§ 20-604 and 20-
605 are unambiguous reimbursement statutes that only apply in situations involving the housing 
1Throughout its Memorandum, St. Alphonsus blurs the lines that constitutionally and statutorily exist between the 
Defendants, and inappropriately conjoins the Ada County Board of Commissioners, the Ada County Sheriff, and the 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney. The Ada County Commissioners, the Ada County Sheriff, and the Ada County 
Prosecuting Attorney are all separate constitutionally created elected offices, with separate budgets and clear and 
distinct constitutional and statutory duties. 
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of out-of-county inmates. St. Alphonsus correctly recognizes that there is no § 20-604.order in 
this case, which also renders § 20-605 inapplicable. 
St. Alphonsus ultimately argues that § 20-605 creates an enforceable obligation that 
requires the Defendants to pay for an inmate's bills after he was released from custody. To arrive 
at this conclusion, St. Alphonsus makes several errors in reading and applying the companion 
statutes of Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605. As argued below, these statutes only deal with the 
comparative liability for inmate costs when an inmate from one county is ordered by a judge to 
be placed in the custody of a neighboring county. No authority exists to support the contention 
that these statutes create an independent and enforceable theory of recovery. There is therefore 
no duty for either the Ada County Sheriff or the Board of Ada County Commissioners2 to pay for 
I. C.-T. 's medical bills incurred after he was released from custody. 
A. St. Alphonsus Asks the Court to Go Beyond What it Requested in its Amended 
Complaint. 
In its Verified First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment and Complaint for 
Damages ("Amended Complaint"), St. Alphonsus asks the Court for the following: 
1. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 
20-605, defendants improperly denied SARMC's claim for reimbursement of 
medical expenses for the medical treatment and care of [I. C.-T.] from April 5, 
2014 through May 24, 2014. 
2. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 
20-605, defendants shall reimburse SARMC at the rate of reimbursement as 
provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient 
from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate 
rate of reimbursement results in the amount of $97,835.18. 
2St. Alphonsus submitted a third-party medical indigency application to the Ada County Board of Commissioners, 
but failed to appeal the Board's denial of the application. Aff. of J. Morris, Ex. A. The Board of Ada County 
Commissioners therefore has no liability for the payment ofl. C.-T.'s medical bills. 
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Amended Complaint, p. 9 ( emphasis added). The Amended Complaint only requests a 
declaration that the Defendants must reimburse St. Alphonsus pursuant to Idaho Code § § 20-604 
and 20-605.3 Therefore, the only question before the Court, as presented by St. Alphonsus, is 
whether the Defendants improperly denied St. Alphonsus' claim for reimbursement pursuant to 
Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605. 
However, in its Motion for Summary Judgment, St. Alphonsus represents that it "seeks a 
determination that the defendants are liable under Idaho Code § 20-601 et seq. for the costs of 
medical services after the patient's ex parte release from custody while still receiving medical 
care and treatment at Saint Alphonsus." Motion for Summary Judgment, p. 2. St. Alphonsus 
goes on to argue in its supporting Memorandum that the Defendants are liable for reimbursement 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 20-612. Memorandum, pp. 17-19. And, St. Alphonsus appears to 
argue that the Defendants may be liable pursuant to Idaho Code § 31-2202. Id., pp. 9-10. 
Based on the claims set forth in the Amended Complaint, St. Alphonsus presented one 
specific issue for the Court to consider - whether the Defendants improperly denied St. 
Alphonsus' claim for reimbursement pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605. In its 
briefing, however, St. Alphonsus asks the Court to consider these two additional issues. St. 
Alphonsus' attempt to broaden its request for relief is improper, and the corresponding 
arguments made by St. Alphonsus should not be considered.4 St. Alphonsus is limited to its 
3Count II of St. Alphonsus' Amended Complaint requests that it be awarded damages in an amount no less than 
$97,835.18. Amended Complaint, p. 9. 
4To the extent the Court allows St. Alphonsus to proceed with its additional issues, St. Alphonsus' arguments are 
unpersuasive. St. Alphonsus argues that should the Court find that I. C.-T. was not confined pursuant to a§ 20-604 
order, the Defendants are still liable pursuant to Idaho Code§ 20-612, which provides: 
The sheriff must receive all persons committed to jail by competent authority except mentally ill 
persons not charged with a crime and juveniles. It shall be the duty of the board of county 
commissioners to furnish all persons committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing 
and bedding, and medical care as provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code, and the board of county 
commissioners is authorized to pay therefor out of the county treasury under such rules and 
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declaratory judgment request as set forth in its Amended Complaint. 
B. Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605 are Unambiguous Reimbursement Statutes. 
As argued in the Defendants' Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 are unambiguous reimbursement statutes. The 
Idaho Supreme Court has clearly defined the requirements of statutory interpretation used to 
determine whether a statute is ambiguous. 
The objective of statutory interpretation is to give effect to legislative intent. Such 
intent should be derived from a reading of the whole act at issue. Statutory 
interpretation begins with the literal words of the statute, and this language should 
be given its plain, obvious, and rational meaning. If the statutory language is 
unambiguous, the clearly expressed intent of the legislative body must be given 
effect, and there is no occasion for a court to consider rules of statutory 
construction. 
Green River Dairy, LLC, 155 Idaho 853, 856, 318 P.3d 622, 625 (2014) (internal citations and 
quotations omitted). The purpose of statutory interpretation is to determine legislative intent, 
which must be derived from the plain language of the statute itself. If the intent is clear from the 
literal words of the statute, it will be deemed unambiguous, and courts need not look any further. 5 
St. Alphonsus poses a different element of statutory interpretation, stating, "Where, 
however, the language of the statute is capable of more than one reasonable construction it is 
ambiguous." Memorandum, p. 8. However, St. Alphonsus ignores the Supreme Court's 
directive that only when a statute's meaning is unclear after a reading of its plain language will it 
regulations as they may prescribe. 
The pertinent language here is the provision of "medical care as provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code." St. 
Alphonsus is attempting to use the language found in § 20-612 to bring the requirements of§ 20-605 into this case 
through the back door. However, as argued herein, the requirements of§ 20-605 are inapplicable. First, § 20-605 
does not come into play unless there is a § 20-604 order, which there is not. Second, the Supreme Court in County 
of Bannock has already held that § 20-605 applies to the housing of out-of-county inmates only. And third, the 
"medical care as provided in section 20-605" only refers to the actual, unambiguous language that requires a county 
to reimburse another county for housing its inmate. The inclusion of this language in § 20-612 does not alter the 
meaning or application of§ 20-605. St. Alphonsus' argument is therefore without merit. 
5The Idaho Legislature has also given its instructions on how to interpret a statute. See Idaho Code§ 73-113. 
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be considered ambiguous, which occurs when: 
[T]he meaning is so doubtful or obscure that reasonable minds might be uncertain 
or disagree as to its meaning. However, ambiguity is not established merely 
because different possible interpretations are presented to a court. If this were 
the case then all statutes that are the subject of litigation could be considered 
ambiguous ... . [A] statute is not ambiguous merely because as astute mind can 
devise more than one interpretation of it. 
Id ( emphasis added). As the Supreme Court further instructed, "the fact that two different 
interpretations of a statute are presented does not alone make a statute ambiguous." Id. 
Here, a plain reading of§§ 20-604 and 20-605 reveals no ambiguity, and therefore the 
legislative intent can be derived from the statutory language itself. Simply because St. 
Alphonsus has offered a different interpretation from the Defendants (and the Idaho Supreme 
Court) does not mean that the statute is ambiguous. 
In an apparent attempt to show that § 20-605 is ambiguous, St. Alphonsus discusses the 
legislative history behind §§ 20-604 and 20-605, and attaches via an affidavit the 1994 legislative 
amendments to §§20-605, 20-612, and 31-3302. Memorandum, pp. 14-15; Aff. of Counsel, 
Ex. 2. However, the Supreme Court instructs that "where statutory language is unambiguous, 
legislative history and other extrinsic evidence should not be consulted for the purpose of altering 
the clearly expressed intent of the legislature." Verska v. St. Alphonsus Reg'/ Med. Ctr., 151 
Idaho 889, 893, 265 P.3d 502, 506 (2011 ). The rules of statutory interpretation require a court to 
first look to the language of the statute itself. Id. 
Here, one does not even reach the legislative history of§§ 20-604 and 20-605, as their 
literal words, along with the Supreme Court's ruling in County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 110 
Idaho 292, 715 P.2d 962 (1986), clearly show that the statutes only apply in situations when one 
county houses another county's inmate. 
Should the Court give weight to the legislative history of§§ 20-604 and 20-605, given the 
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V 
doctrine that the legislature is presumed to envision the whole body of the law when it enacts 
new legislation, it must be presumed that the Idaho Legislature was fully aware of what it was 
doing when it amended § 20-605 in 1994. See Doe v. Durtschi, 110 Idaho 466, 478, 716 P.2d 
1238, 1250 (1986). 
It is clear from a plain reading of §§ 20-604 and 20-605 that they are unambiguous 
reimbursement statutes, which are applicable in the case of a jail housing an out-of-county 
inmate. Since there are no ambiguous terms in the statutes, the legislative intent is decipherable 
from the text of the statutes. Therefore, statutory construction is not necessary or appropriate. 
C. Idaho Code § 20-605 Only Applies in Situations Where One County's Inmate is 
Ordered to be Held in a Neighboring County's Jail. 
Every county sheriff in the state of Idaho is an independently elected county officer 
pursuant to Article XVIII, § 6 of the Idaho Constitution. As such, each sheriff is limited in his 
authority to the county in which he was elected. Consistent with this premise is the statutory 
requirement that a county sheriff is only required to run the jail for his specific county. See Idaho 
Code§ 31-2202(6).6 Absent the authority found in Idaho Code§ 20-604, a county sheriff would 
have no duty to house a neighboring county's inmates, and a judge would have no authority to 
require him to do the same. However, through § 20-604, the legislature created a mechanism 
under which a judge can order that a county sheriff receive an inmate from a neighboring county 
into his custody. 
To avoid penalizing the county that houses the inmate, the legislature also created 
§ 20-605 to clarify that the county sending the inmate must bear the costs associated with the § 
20-604 order, even though the inmate is physically transferred to another county. In other words, 
6 A sheriff must pay for the medical expenses of an inmate in his custody pursuant to § 31-2202( 6), and as held by the 
Supreme Court in St. Alphonsus Reg'/ Medical Ctr. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197,858 P.2d 736 (1993). 
ADA COUNTY'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT-7 
000204
although the statute allows a judge to order an inmate to be held in a neighboring county's jail, 
the order does not transfer financial responsibility for that inmate along with custody of the 
inmate. This prevents the injustice of having the taxpayers from the housing county assume 
financial responsibility for another county's inmate. 
This statutory scheme is necessitated by the practical reality in Idaho that many rural 
counties do not have their own county jail. For example, Ada County acts as the jail for 
neighboring Boise County, which has no county jail. Aff. of A. Shepherd. Similarly, Gooding 
County houses inmates for neighboring Lincoln and Camas Counties. Aff. of A. Hoffman. 
Caribou County houses inmates for Franklin, Oneida, and Bear Lake Counties, who do not have 
county jails. Aff. of M. Haderlie. To avoid shifting the costs related to the inmate to the 
taxpayers of the housing county, § 20-605 makes it clear that those costs remain with the initial 
county. Idaho Code § 20-605 does·not create any new theories of liability for hospitals to use to 
recover a patient's unpaid medical bills, as it merely allocates the existing costs between the 
initial county and the housing county. 
D. St. Alphonsus Ignores the Court's Ruling in County of Bannock v. Pocatello. 
In its Memorandum, St. Alphonsus does not discuss the fact that the Idaho Supreme 
Court has previously recognized the statutory scheme discussed above by ruling on the 
applicability of Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605. In County of Bannock, the Court was asked 
to decide the extent to which the City of Pocatello was liable to Bannock County for 
incarceration costs at the Bannock County Jail. The Court ruled that: 
I.C. § 20-604, as amended, enables a district judge or magistrate to order prisoners 
confined in any county jail in that judicial district, or in any other county if an 
agreement to that effect exists between the counties. 1 C. § 20-605, as amended, 
defines which county is responsible for the cost of jailing prisoners in another 
county. 
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Id. ( emphasis added). The Court went on to discuss the interplay of these statutes with Idaho 
Code § 20-612, and provided its determination of the meaning of the statutes: 
That LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 only regulate the city's and the county's 
responsibility for prisoners housed in counties other than those in which the city is 
situated, becomes apparent when one considers that LC. § 20-612 was not 
amended in 1973, but remains in effect today. As noted above, LC. § 20-612 
places on the county commissioners the complete duty to pay, with county funds, 
for all prisoners housed in that county. To interpret LC. § 20-612 as the county 
does would require that we ignore LC.§ 20-612 presumably because LC.§ 20-605 
has superseded LC. § 20-612 .... A more reasonable alternative to the county's 
interpretation is that LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 are specific statutes which 
pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county, while LC. § 20-612 
applies to prisoners housed within the county. 
Id., p. 295, 965 ( emphasis in original). 
The ruling in the County of Bannock case is clear - §§ 20-604 and 20-605 are specific 
statutes which pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county. Given this statutory 
framework, Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 simply do not apply in this case. Both of I. C.-
T.'s arrests happened in Ada County by the Boise City Police Department. L C.-T. was housed 
in the Ada County Jail, and the District Court for the Fourth Judicial District located in Ada 
County had jurisdiction over him. L C.-T. was not an out-of-county inmate, rendering these 
statutory provisions inapplicable. 
E. I. C.-T. was not Confined Via a§ 20-604 Order, Rendering§ 20-605 Inapplicable. 
St. Alphonsus correctly notes that I. C.-T. 's housing in the Ada County Jail was not the 
result of a district judge or magistrate ordering his confinement. Rather, the court set the bond at 
$1,000, and he did not bond out on his charges. Amended Complaint, Ex. A; Aff. ofN. Carr. 
In order for the requirements of§ 20-605 to apply, an inmate must be confined via a§ 20-
604 court order. Section 20-604 provides: 
Any district judge or magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon 
any grounds provided by law, in any county or municipal jail or other 
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confinement facility within the judicial district in which the court is located Such 
order may thereafter be amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility 
to another at any place within the judicial district. If the county in which the court 
is located has made an agreement with another governmental unit or agency 
located outside the judicial district for the confinement or detention of persons, 
then any district judge or magistrate acting in that county may also order a person 
confined or detained outside of the judicial district in the confinement facility or 
jail described in such agreement. All persons, officers and officials in charge of a 
jail or confinement facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement 
upon receiving a certified copy of an order made pursuant to this section. 
( emphasis added). Idaho Code § 20-605 only applies in situations where there has been a § 20-
604 order, and then only serves to prevent cost shifting between counties by allocating those 
costs to the originating county. To remove any ambiguity as to the purpose for § 20-605, the 
legislature expressly states that § 20-605 only applies to the situation where "any court has 
entered an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code .... " If, and only if, that condition is 
satisfied, then § 20-605 requires that the county where the inmate originated "shall pay all direct 
and indirect costs of the detention or confinement .... " An inmate who is not subject to a§ 20-
604 order would never fall within the purview of§ 20-605. 
As recognized by St. Alphonsus, there is no order from any court directing that I. C.-T. be 
confined or detained at the Ada County Jail. Therefore, I. C.-T. was not confined pursuant to a§ 
20-604 order. Since there was no § 20-604 court order, § 20-605 is inapplicable to this case. 
F. St. Alphonsus' Reliance on a Seventh Judicial District Case is Misplaced. 
In support of its position that the Defendants are liable for the payment of I. C.-T.'s 
medical bills incurred after his release from custody, St. Alphonsus cites to a Memorandum 
Decision and Order issued by Seventh Judicial District Judge Dane H. Watkins, Jr. 
Memorandum, p. 15. However, as the Court is aware, this decision from another district court in 
Idaho has no precedential effect on this Court. Further, that case, In the Matter of the 
Application of Wade Gord, is factually and legally distinguishable from the present case. 
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The Wade Gord case arose as a medical indigency appeal. On February 8, 2011, Wade 
Gord was taken into custody by the Jefferson County Sheriff and housed in the Jefferson County 
Jail. Aff. of Counsel, Ex. 3, p. 1. On February 10, 2011, a Jefferson County magistrate issued 
the following Amended Order of Transport and Release: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that [Wade Gord] shall be immediately 
released from the custody of the Jefferson County, Idaho Sheriffs Department to 
the custody of the Eastern Idaho Regional Medical Center (EIRMC) and/or the 
Behavioral Health Center (BHC) of EIRMC . . . for examination, observation 
evaluation, treatment and/or such other proceedings as EIRMC or its agents deem 
appropriate, and 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that upon release from EIRMC, the 
defendant shall be returned to the custody of the Jefferson County, Idaho Sheriffs 
Department, and 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Jefferson County Sheriffs 
Department shall transport the above-named defendant to EIRMC on February 10, 
2011, and shall transport the defendant to the Jefferson County, Idaho Sheriffs 
Department upon release from EIRMC. 
Id., pp. 1-2. Mr. Gord was admitted to EIRMC that same day, and died on February 21, 2011 at 
EIRMC. Id., p. 2. 
On February 22, 2011, EIRMC submitted a third-party medical indigency application 
with Bonneville County (where EIRMC is located), pursuant to Idaho Code§ 31-3501, et. seq., 
for the medical bills incurred by Gord. Id. Bonneville County ultimately denied the application, 
holding that Gord was in the custody of the Jefferson County Sheriff at the time the medical 
services were incurred, and referenced Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 as the applicable 
statutes for recovery. Id., p. 3. EIRMC filed a Petition for Judicial Review of that decision. Id. 
Concurrently, EIRMC also filed a third-party medical indigency application with 
Jefferson County, which was denied. Id., pp. 3-4. EIRMC filed a Petition for Judicial Review of 
that decision as well. Id. EIRMC also filed a Complaint for Declaratory Judgment against 
Jefferson County and/or the Jefferson County Sheriffs Office. Id. That case was consolidated 
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with the two medical indigency Petitions for Judicial Review. Id. 
As stated above, this case is both factually and legally distinguishable, and has no bearing 
on the analysis in this case. Judge Watkins found that Gord was released to the custody of 
EIRMC for the express purpose of receiving medical treatment, based on the terms of the 
Amended Order of Transport and Release. Id., p. 13. The Amended Order expressly stated that 
Gord be released from the custody of the Jefferson County Sheriff and transferred to the custody 
of EIRMC "for examination, observation, evaluation, treatment and/or such other proceedings as 
EIRMC or its agents deem appropriate .... " Id., pp. 1-2. After Gord's release from EIRMC, the 
court ordered that he be "returned to the custody of the Jefferson County, Idaho Sheriffs 
Department. ... " Id., p. 2. The terms of the Amended Order in the Gord case are significantly 
different than in the present case. Here, upon motion from the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney,7 the court ordered that I. C.-T. be released on his own recognizance. Ultimately, the 
Prosecuting Attorney moved to dismiss the charges entirely, which the court granted, "due to the 
Defendant's physical and mental condition as represented by the State which requires the 
Defendant to be in a long-term care facility located in Mexico as arranged by the Mexican 
consulate." Amended Complaint, Ex. H. In this case, the orders releasing I. C.-T. from custody 
do not set forth any terms relating to the purpose of the release in order to receive medical 
treatment, as the Amended Order did in the Gord case. 
7The Defendants take issue with St. Alphonsus' contention that "Idaho law does not permit a situation such as here 
where a county unilaterally moves on an ex parte basis to release a patient from custody in an attempt to avoid 
ongoing medical costs that derive from an injury while incarcerated." Memorandum, pp. 2, 19 (emphasis added). 
The motions made to release I. C.-T. on his own recognizance, and to eventually dismiss the charges, were made by 
the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney in the criminal cases brought by the State of Idaho against I. C.-T. The 
decisions to file such motions were not made, nor can they be made, by the Board of Ada County Commissioners or 
the Ada County Sheriff, who are separate elected officials with separate operating budgets from the Ada County 
Prosecuting Attorney. The allegation that the Prosecuting Attorney made such motions "in an attempt to avoid 
ongoing medical costs" rather than as a legitimate exercise of independent prosecutorial discretion in an ongoing 
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The Gord case is also legally distinguishable, in that no argument was made by any party 
that §§ 20-604 and 20-605 only apply to the housing of out-of-county inmates. Consequently, 
Judge Watkins never considered or discussed that argument. Also significant is that Judge 
Watkins did not consider the Supreme Court's decision in County of Bannock, which certainly 
could have altered his decision that the Jefferson County Board of Commissioners' decision 
denying EIRMC reimbursement under the indigency laws was in violation of§ 20-605. Aff. of 
Counsel, Ex. 3, p. 14. 
St. Alphonsus misreads this case as recognizing an independent theory of recovery under 
§ 20-605. The case, though, does not create an independent theory of recovery. Not only did the 
case involve the indigency statutes, but EIRMC and Jefferson County agreed that the inmate in 
question was indigent. Id., p. 13, n. I. The issue submitted to Judge Watkins was not whether 
the hospital was entitled to reimbursement under the indigency statutes, but which county was 
liable for payment of the indigent benefits. Judge Watkins ultimately held that the indigency 
claim belonged to Jefferson County as the originating county under the § 20-604 order, which 
was fundamentally an apportionment of costs under the indigency statutes, not the recognition of 
a separate theory of liability under§ 20-605. 
St. Alphonsus is correct when it argues that, as a premise, a sheriff must pay for the 
medical expenses of an inmate in his custody pursuant to § 31-2202(6), and as held by the 
Supreme Court in St. Alphonsus Reg'l Medical Ctr. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 858 P.2d 736 
(1993). St. Alphonsus also correctly argues, as a premise, that a board of county commissioners 
must pay indigent benefits for an indigent inmate, pursuant to chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, 
after the inmate has been released from the sheriff's custody. From those correct premises, St. 
criminal prosecution is completely unsupported. 
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Alphonsus then incorrectly reaches the conclusion that the sheriff and the county commissioners 
must pay for a non-indigent inmate who is neither in the sheriff's custody nor is entitled to 
indigent benefits.8 This does not follow. There is no independent theory of recovery under Idaho 
Code § 20-605. Absent the liability to the sheriff arising from custody, and absent liability to the 
board of commissioners under the indigency statutes, there is no theory of recovery available to 
St. Alphonsus. The analysis by Judge Watkins therefore should not be considered in this case. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
Based on the arguments presented herein and in the Defendants' Memorandum in 
Support of Partial Motion for Summary Judgment, the Defendants respectfully request that the 
Court deny St. Alphonsus' motion for summary judgment, and instead grant summary judgment 
in favor of the Defendants, and issue a declaratory judgment that Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-
605 do not create liability on the part of the Defendants for I. C.-T.'s medical bills incurred after 
he was released from custody by order of the court and the charges against him were dismissed. 
DATED this 31 st day of August, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: 
Sherry A. Morg 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attome 
8 To the extent St. Alphonsus is attempting to collaterally attack the denial of indigency benefits in I. C.-T.'s case, 
the attack is improper. Any relief for St. Alphonsus could have come from the indigency statutes. Having failed to 
appeal the denial, they cannot now turn to chapter 6, title 20, Idaho Code, for a separate theory ofrecovery. 
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Reduced to its essence, this case involves only one question: whether the defendants are 
responsible for the medical care of a patient injured while in the custody of the Ada County 
Sheriff but who is released from custody while still hospitalized so that he can continue to 
receive medical care. Saint Alphonsus submits that the defendants are responsible given that 
defendants reimbursed Saint Alphonsus prior to his release on his own recognizance ("ROR") at 
the rate specified in Idaho Code § 20-605, which is the very same statute that holds the 
defendants responsible for medical services provided after a patient's release from custody. 
As the opening briefs by both parties demonstrate, the patient was in the custody of the 
defendants when he attempted suicide. He had just been charged with three felony counts of 
sexual assault on a minor. He was brought to Saint Alphonsus at the direction of the defendants. 
The patient was not consulted or advised about his ROR since the release was done on an ex-
parte basis. There is no dispute that this ex-parte ROR was made just days after he was charged 
with the three new felony counts. There can be no dispute that the release from custody was for 
purposes of allowing the patient to continue receiving medical care. While the defendants paid 
for the medical services until the ex-parte order was filed, they refused to accept responsibility 
for the remaining dates of services through the patient's discharge from Saint Alphonsus. 
Contrary to the defendants' suggestions, Idaho law has indeed changed since Killeen. 
While the defendants remain obligated to pay for medical services, they no longer must provide 
full reimbursement and instead are only obligated to reimburse providers at the Medicaid 
reimbursement rate found in Title 31, Chapter 35 of the Idaho Code ("Chapter 35"). The 
defendants here availed themselves of this statutory benefit, which is found only in Idaho Code § 
20-605. For the March 27, 2014 through April 3, 2014 dates of service, the defendants only 




reimbursed Saint Alphonsus at the Medicaid reimbursement rate pursuant to Chapter 35. 
However, the compromise found in Idaho Code § 20-605 is that a release for purposes of 
receiving medical care and treatment, which occurred here, obligates the County to reimburse a 
hospital for such services. Accordingly, defendants are responsible for the dates of service 
through discharge from Saint Alphonsus under Idaho law. It is their responsibility and not the 
responsibility of other Idaho counties as defendants suggest. For these reasons, which are 
discussed in more detail below, as well as those reasons offered in Saint Alphonsus's opening 
memorandum in support of its motion for summary judgment, the Court should deny summary 
judgment to the defendants and instead grant summary judgment to Saint Alphonsus. 
II. ARGUMENT 
A. Defendants' reimbursement at the level provided in Title 31, Chapter 35 of 
the Idaho Code demonstrates their responsibility for medical care and 
treatment under Idaho Code § 20-605. 
The defendants are responsible for the costs of the patient's medical care and treatment 
through his release from Saint Alphonsus. LC. § 20-605. The defendants had no discretion and 
no authority to arbitrarily make the determination that their responsibility stopped on April 4, 
2014. After the defendants decided to release the patient to receive medical care and treatment, 
they could not and cannot push their responsibility for these services onto the patient or other 
counties through the medical indigency program found at Chapter 35. 
Title 20, Chapter 6 of the Idaho Code ("Title 20"1) governs county jails. The only 
statutory provision within Title 20 that discusses reimbursement for medical expenses is I.C. § 
20-605 (hereinafter "section 20-605"). It provides as follows: 
1 All references to Title 20 are to Title 20, Chapter 6, Idaho Code. 
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20-605. COSTS OF CONFINEMENT. The county wherein any court has entered 
an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect 
costs of the detention or confinement of the person to the governmental unit or 
agency owning or operating the jail or confinement facilities in which the person 
was confined or detained. The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the county 
wherein the court entered the order and the county or governmental unit or agency 
owning or operating such jail or confinement facilities. In the absence of such 
agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in section 20-606, Idaho Code, the 
charge for each person confined or detained shall be the sum of thirty-five dollars 
($35.00) per day, plus the cost of any medical or dental services paid at the 
rate of reimbunement as provided in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless 
a rate of reimbunement is otherwise established by contract or agreement; 
provided, however, that the county may determine whether the detained or 
confined person is eligible for any local, state, federal or private program that 
covers dental, medical and/or burial expenses. That person will be required to 
apply for those benefits, and any such benefits obtained may be applied to the 
detained or confined person's incurred expenses, and in the event of the death of 
such detained or confined person, the county wherein the court entered the order 
shall pay all actual burial costs. Release from an order punuant to section 20-
604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a penon receiving medical treatment 
shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section. In case a person confined or detained was 
initially arrested by a city police officer for violation of the motor vehicle laws of 
this state or for violation of a city ordinance, the cost of such confinement or 
detention shall be a charge against such city by the county wherein the order of 
confinement was entered. All payments under this section shall be acted upon for 
each calendar month by the second Monday of the month following the date of 
billing. 
(Id)( emphasis added). 
The very title of section 20-605 demonstrates that it addresses how costs are to be 
determined in relation to confinement in a county jail. In order for the defendants to have been 
entitled to a reduced rate of reimbursement under section 20-605, the defendants had to have 
fint found that a court entered an order pursuant to section 20-604. If no such order exists, then 
based upon the first sentence of section 20-605, defendants would not be entitled to the reduced 
reimbursement rate found in section 20-605. Since no other statute in Title 20 mentions a 
reduced reimbursement rate for the provision of medical services, then the defendants would not 




be entitled to a reduced rate of reimbursement for the medical services. As such, the defendants 
would be obligated to reimburse Saint Alphonsus the full amount of services provided from the 
date of his admission through his release on April 4, 2014, but this is not what was done. 
The Ada County Sheriff instead paid for the dates of service from March 27, 2014 
through April 3, 2014.2 (Affidavit of Counsel, Ex. A, Answer to Interrogatory No. 6; Affidavit of 
Sheryl McKinney, both filed concurrently herewith.) The amount billed for these dates was 
$120,528.21. (Id) The Ada County Jail paid $64,121.00 on July 17, 2014. (Id) The remainder 
was reduced per statutory reduction by $56,407.21. (Id) The defendants therefore reimbursed 
Saint Alphonsus at the rate specified in Chapter 35. (Id) Accordingly, because no other code 
provision within Title 20 specifies a rate of reimbursement, in order to have obtained the benefit 
of a reduced reimbursement rate for the dates of service of May 27, 2014 through April 3, 2014, 
the defendants had to have first treated the orders confining the patient in the Ada County Jail as 
orders pursuant to section 20-604. Given this reliance upon section 20-605 to obtain the benefit 
of reduced reimbursement, the remaining portions of section 20-605 apply. Namely, "release 
from an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving 
medical treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section." 
As demonstrated in Saint Alphonsus's opening brief, there can be no dispute that the only 
reason that the patient was released was for purposes of receiving medical treatment. Again, the 
patient had just been charged with three new felony counts for sexual assault on a minor on 
March 27, 2014. As of that date, the defendants intended to pursue these new criminal charges 
2 Saint Alphonsus's notes that Ada County contends it paid through April 4, 2014, but the 
voucher received by Ada County only shows it is through April 3. 




while he was in the custody of the Ada County Jail. The terms of the ex parte motion to dismiss 
also demonstrate that the only purpose for release was so that the patient could continue to 
receive medical care and treatment: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant is 
currently in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a 
breathing tube. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to 
transfer the Defendant to another facility at this time and unable to determine if 
he will make a full recovery. The State anticipates that releasing the 
Defendant ROR at this time will allow his family to make necessary medical 
decisions and facilitate the transfer of the Defendant. The State intends to 
immediately seek reinstatement of the bond should the Defendant's condition 
improve to the point where he can be released from a medical care facility 
and arraigned on the current charges. The Defendant's speedy trial rights have 
not begun to run as he has yet to be arraigned. 
(Amended Complaint ,r 9, Ex. C; Answer ,r 9.)(emphasis added). Further, on May 5, 2014, a 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County filed a Motion to Dismiss without Prejudice of the 
Second Criminal Case. (Amended Complaint ,r 11, Ex. G; Answer ,r 11.) It provided the 
following: 
A Complaint and Warrant were served on the Defendant, but before he could be 
arraigned on the charges, the Defendant attempted suicide. The Defendant was 
in critical condition at St. Alphonsus Hospital connected to a breathing tube, 
and although he has somewhat physically improved, he is still housed at the 
hospital. The State has been informed that the hospital personnel hope to transfer 
the Defendant to Mexico for long-term care through the Mexican consulate. At 
this time it is unknown when or even if the Defendant will ever be competent to 
stand trial. The Defendant is in the country illegally and St. Alphonsus is eager to 
have him transferred to his native country. Should the Defendant return to the 
United States or be found competent to stand trial, the State anticipates 
refiling the charges. 
(/d)(emphasis added) Accordingly, based upon Idaho Code§ 20-605, the defendants were and 
are responsible for the costs of medical care and treatment after the patient's release from 
custody since the release was for the purpose of the patient receiving medical care and treatment. 
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There is no other mechanism under Title 20 to allow for payment at the reduced 
reimbursement found in Chapter 35, unless Idaho Code§ 20-612 is considered. As noted in the 
Saint Alphonsus's opening brief in support of its motion for summary judgment, section 20-612 
requires the sheriff to receive "all persons committed to jail by competent authority." Competent 
authority is not defined. Nevertheless, in this matter, it is undisputed that the patient was 
committed to the Ada County Jail by competent authority; otherwise, there would have been no 
need for the two orders of release. Accordingly, section 20-612 allows for a person to be 
committed to jail without an order of confinement pursuant to section 20-604. 
While section 20-612 does not require an order of confinement pursuant to section 20-
604, it does mandate that the board of county commissioners "furnish all persons committed to 
the county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and medical care as provided in 
section 20-605." (emphasis added). As noted above, section 20-605 addresses medical care in 
two ways. First, it provides that absent a contract, any medical services provided are reimbursed 
at the rate provided in Chapter 35. Secondly, it provides that release from confinement to receive 
medical care and treatment does not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical 
care expenses imposed under section 20-605. Accordingly, given the specific directive to provide 
medical care under section 20-605 where there is no order of confinement, but a person has been 
jailed by competent authority, the defendants are required to pay for the cost of medical care and 
treatment where that individual has been released for the purpose of receiving medical treatment. 
In summary, given that the defendants reimbursed Saint Alphonsus at the Medicaid rate 
specified in Chapter 35 for the dates of services from March 27, 2014 through April 3, 2014, the 
defendants are responsible for the medical care and treatment provided to the patient after his 




release from custody to continue to receive medical care and treatment at Saint Alphonsus based 
upon Idaho Code§ 20-605. 
B. Defendants cannot disregard the plain language of Idaho Code § 20-605, 
which requires the defendants to be responsible for the patient's medical 
care after his release from custody to receive medical care and treatment. 
The defendants' interpretation of Idaho Code§§ 20-604, -605 and -612 as well as Killeen 
fails to properly account for the legislative changes in 1994 that immediately followed the 
Killeen decision. As noted in Saint Alphonsus's opening brief, the Idaho Supreme Court in 
Killeen had ruled that Ada County was responsible for all costs as opposed to those reduced to a 
Medicaid reimbursement rate: 
We are sympathetic to Ada County's policy arguments against being responsible 
for medical expenses-the anomaly being that when an indigent is in jail, the 
hospital recovers more money than it would under the indigency scheme and the 
reality that the sheriffs office is not ordinarily so constituted to seek indemnity 
from other sources. Nonetheless, the statutes collectively indicate that it is 
ultimately the sheriffs responsibility to pay for prisoners' medical expenses. Re-
allocation of that responsibility is within the province of the legislature. 
Because the statutes provide that the sheriff and the county are responsible 
only for those in their custody, a fortiori the county need not pay for an 
inmate's medical expenses incurred after that person is no longer in custody. 
We thus affirm the trial court's judgment denying St. Alphonsus those medical 
expenses incurred after Edmonds was released on her own recognizance. Because 
of our disposition, we need not address the question of whether a contract for 
payment existed. 
St. Alphonsus Reg'! Med'! Ctr., Ltd v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 199 858 P.2d 736, 739 (1993). 
The outcomes in Killeen were twofold: 1) the county was responsible for full reimbursement of 
the incurred medical expenses but 2) only as long as the patient was in custody. The 1994 
amendments changed these outcomes, which are again included here: 
Idaho Code § 20-605 
In the absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in 
section 20-606, Idaho Code, the charge for each person confined or detained shall 
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be the sum of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per day, plus the aeteal cost of any 
medical or dental services paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided 
in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise 
established by contract or agreement; . . . Release from an order pursuant to 
section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical 
treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section. 
Idaho Code § 20-612 
It shall be the duty of the board of county commissioners to furnish all persons 
committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and 
medical care as provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code, ... 
Idaho Code§ 31-3302 
(3) The expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons charged with or 
convicted of crime and committed therefor to the county jail. Provided that any 
medical expenses shall be paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided in chapter 
35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise established 
by contract or agreement. 
(See Affidavit of Counsel filed August 17, 2016, Ex. 2.) The two-fold outcomes from Killeen are 
no longer possible in light of the 1994 amendments. Now, 1) a county obtains the benefit of 
reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35 but 2) is still responsible for medical care when a 
person is released for purposes of receiving medical care and treatment. 
The defendants urge a contrary result in their interpretation of these statutory 
amendments post-Killeen but to adopt their interpretation would render the amendments 
meaningless. See, e.g., Brown v. Caldwell School Dist., 127 Idaho 112, 117 898 P.2d 43, 48 
(1995) ("A statute should be construed so that effect is given to all its provisions, so that no part 
will be rendered superfluous or insignificant. Further, we do not presume that the legislature 
performed an idle act by enacting a meaningless provision.") As argued above, by accepting 
Medicaid reimbursement under Chapter 35, the defendants determined orders of confinement 
were in effect or else the defendants could not be entitled to a reduced reimbursement rate under 
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section 20-605. Even if no order of confinements exists, then contrary to the defendants' 
arguments the inclusion of section 20-605 in section 20-612 makes it so that section 20-605 
applies to the provision of medical care. Again, defendants have no other ability to claim 
reimbursement under Chapter 35 except through section 20-605. Given that the defendants 
reimbursed Saint Alphonsus at such a level, the defendants are undone by their own actions. 
Section 20-605 applies and the defendants are therefore responsible for the medical expenses 
after the patient's release from custody and through his discharge from Saint Alphonsus. Any 
other result renders the 1994 amendments meaningless. 
C. The Defendants cannot require other counties to pay for the costs of medical 
care and treatment for individuals they release from custody for purposes of 
receiving medical care and treatment. 
The defendants assert that Saint Alphonsus could pursue medical indigency after the 
patient was ordered released from custody.3 (See Defendants' Memo. in Support of Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment, p. 13 n. 8.) This is simply incorrect as a matter oflaw and fact. 
As the Court is aware, Saint Alphonsus had no involvement in the decision to charge the 
patient with crimes in January 2014 or with three new felony counts of sexual assault on a minor 
on March 27, 2014. Saint Alphonsus had no involvement in the decision to hold the patient in the 
custody of the Ada County Jail beginning in January 2014. Saint Alphonsus did not supervise or 
look after the patient while he was in the defendants' custody and Saint Alphonsus was not 
present when the patient attempted suicide. Saint Alphonsus had no involvement in the decision 
3 The defendants further claim that Saint Alphonsus could pursue private insurance, but 
no such reference is made in Title 20 that a provider such as Saint Alphonsus must exhaust other 
resources before requesting payment from the County. To the contrary, the plain language of 
Idaho Code§ 20-605 says payment is an obligation owed by the county. Further, section 20-605 
notes that a county may require a confined or detained person to apply for other benefits but 
omits such language in relation to providers like Saint Alphonsus. 
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for the patient to be transported to Saint Alphonsus and it had no involvement with the 
defendants when they moved on an ex-parte basis to release the patient from custody. All of 
Saint Alphonsus's involvement in relation to the patient consisted of providing medically 
necessary services to assist him in his potential suicide. (See Affidavit of Dr. Krafft filed August 
17, 2016.) 
Saint Alphonsus appropriately requested reimbursement for the medical services it 
provided to the patient through his release from the hospital. As is clear from Title 20, no 
discretion is given to the defendants to deny such a request. Rather, once the medical services are 
provided, then the defendants are required to make payment "by the second Monday of the 
month following the date of billing." LC.§ 20-605. 
By taking the position that Saint Alphonsus should have applied for county assistance for 
the services after the defendants released the patient from custody on an ex-parte basis, the 
defendants ignore clear precedent and Idaho statutes that they are solely responsible for the costs 
of medical care and treatment to people that they decide to incarcerate at the Ada County Jail. 
Defendants' position was explicitly rejected in Killeen: 
Ada County counters with its contention that the statutory scheme for obtaining 
reimbursement for medical services to indigents applies to all indigents, including 
those in the sheriffs custody, and that, in the instant situation of an indigent pre-
trial detainee, that scheme is the mechanism by which the legislature intended 
care providers to seek payment. See Idaho Code tit. 31, ch. 35 (1983). 
We agree with St. Alphonsus that the Idaho Code contemplates that when a 
person is in the sheriffs custody, whether indigent or not, the sheriff and 
custodial county are responsible for payment of medical expenses incurred. 
We are sympathetic to Ada County's policy arguments against being responsible 
for medical expenses-the anomaly being that when an indigent is in jail, the 
hospital recovers more money than it would under the indigency scheme and the 
reality that the sheriffs office is not ordinarily so constituted to seek indemnity 
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from other sources. Nonetheless, the statutes collectively indicate that it is 
ultimately the sheriffs responsibility to pay for prisoners' medical expenses. Re-
allocation of that responsibility is within the province of the legislature. 
St. Alphonsus Reg'l Med'l Ctr., Ltd v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 198-99 858 P.2d 736, 738-39 
(1993). Killeen notes that the medical expenses are the obligation of the defendants and not other 
Idaho counties, which would be the result under Chapter 35. This is because under Chapter 35, 
an obligated county is only responsible for the first $11,000 in medical bills and the Catastrophic 
Health Care fund, which derives its funds from all counties in Idaho would be responsible for all 
costs exceeding $11,000. See I.C. §31-3502(5), -3503, -3503A, -3517. 
Moreover, the defendants' position imposes additional burdens on Saint Alphonsus that 
are nowhere found in Title 20. As is made clear above, all that is envisioned under Title 20 is 
that if medical services are provided, then the County will pay for such expenses even after a 
patient is released from custody. By imposing Chapter 35 in this instance, the defendants are 
impermissibly requiring Saint Alphonsus to prove aprimafacie case under Chapter 35, which is 
not found in Title 20. A prima facie case for proving medical indigency has long been settled, 
and consists of (1) residency in the obligated county; (2) indigency from a standpoint of lack of 
resources; and (3) medical necessity of the treatment. Mercy Med Center v. Ada County, 146 
Idaho 226, 230, 192 P .3d 1050, 1054 (2008). Saint Alphonsus would have had to prove the 
following elements, which it has no control over, despite the defendants being the root cause of 
the medical services. The irony here is that the defendants denied an application for county 
assistance. As such, defendants have avoided payment for the dates of services after their own 
arbitrary decision to "release" the patient from custody on an ex parte basis (and despite just 
having charged him with three new felony counts for sexual assault on a minor) where the 
patient's injuries only occurred while the patient was in their custody. 
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The defendants are responsible for the medical care and treatment provided to the patient 
through his release from Saint Alphonsus based upon Title 20. Chapter 35 only applies to Title 
20 in that it operates to reduce the reimbursement rate for the services rendered. See BHC 
Intermountain Hosp. Inc. v. Ada County, 150 Idaho 93, 96-97, 244 P.3d 237, 240-41 
(2010)(holding that the J.C. § 66-327(a) controls the reimbursement rate at which a county is 
required to reimburse a provider and that the reference to Chapter 35 pertained only to whether a 
county was responsible for providing a reimbursement). This is because the Idaho Supreme 
Court has held that "when one statute references another, only the portion that 'relates to the 
particular subject of the adopting act, and ... is applicable and appropriate thereto' is 
incorporated." Id. Accordingly, the only bearing Chapter 35 has in matters under Title 20 is the 
amount in which a provider is entitled to reimbursement for medical services. As such, the 
defendants are responsible for the medical expenses through the patient's discharge from Saint 
Alphonsus on May 24, 2014. 
III. CONCLUSION 
For all of the aforesaid reasons, Saint Alphonsus respectfully requests that the Court deny 
defendants' motion for partial summary judgment and that the Court instead enter summary 
judgment in favor of Saint Alphonsus. 
DATED this ~ \ day of August, 2016. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By Ro</1 A. 1:; -Of the p· 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ \ day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION 
FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be served by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
~ Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
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Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
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Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
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1. That I am the attorney of record for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical 
Center in the above-entitled action and, as such, have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 
herein. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct excerpts from Plaintiff's 
Responses to Ada County First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents 
to Plaintiff served March 4, 2016. 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 
31 sr SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this I day of August, 2016. ,,,,u...... --,,, ... 
~••' \'), Mete •••• a V'lA 
~•~'t> ........... ~t,.·•.. o)_ I YI YI 
/ f ~l• o't AR>')> \ - ARA.rt? 
: < \~ _ i Notary Public for Idaho /)?Lr bl 
• -· - ' V) ! \;,v ' Residing at ' I a .. I 'Idaho 
\ •• PU~ ... , ~ I Commission expires: 3/;;Jlo// tJ •• .r·• ......... ~,., •••,, "-1 rE oi ,~ .... ~ ,,, ,,, , .......... . 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 1 { day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
to be served by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(X) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
Ro~.Berry 
AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSIDON TO DEFENDANTS' 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT-2 
000231
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSES TO ADA 
COUNTY'S FIRST SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
TO PLAINTIFF 
COMES NOW Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint 
Alphonsus"), by and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., and in responding to Ada 
County's first set of interrogatories and requests for production of documents propounded on 
January 25, 2016, states as follows: 
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is now under Trinity Health, Western Region Shared Service Center. The 
position has grown to include several different responsibilities but still includes 
audits. Audit requests come from many sources including Insurance Carriers and 
patients. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Please state whether you or anyone acting on your behalf 
produced or obtained from any person or persons any report, statement, memorandum, or 
testimony, oral, written or in any way recorded, relating in any way to the subject matter of this 
action. If so, please identify each such statement and provide the name and address of the person 
making the statement, when, where, and by whom each such statement was obtained or made, 
the type or method by which each such statement was obtained, and the custodian or location of 
each such statement. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Saint Alphonsus objects to this 
Interrogatory on the basis that it is vague and ambiguous. Without waiving such objections, 
ICT's medical records may be responsive to this Interrogatory and as such, Saint Alphonsus 
refers defendants to those records produced herewith on CD, SARMC 1-315. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Regarding the medical bills incurred by I. C.-T. as 
described in your Verified First Amended Complaint, have you received any payment or 
reimbursement of any kind, from any source, including, but not limited to, medical expense 
payments or reimbursements, or insurance payments or disability benefits? If your answer is in 
the affirmative, please state the name(s) and address(es) of those persons making such payments 
or reimbursements, the name(s) and address(es) of the source of such payments or 
reimbursements, the date you received such payments or reimbursements, and the amounts 
thereof. 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: The Ada County Sheriff paid for the dates 
of service from March 27, 2014 through April 3, 2014. The amount billed for these dates was 
$120,528.21. The Ada County Jail paid $64,121.00 on July 17, 2014. The remainder was 
reduced per statutory reduction by $56,407.21. Saint Alphonsus has not received any form of 
payment or reimbursement for the remaining dates of service from April 4, 2014 through May 
24, 2014. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Please state whether any investigation regarding the 
allegations made in your Verified First Am.ended Complaint was conducted by you or on your 
behalf, and provide the name, address, and occupation of the person conducting the 
investigation, and all facts learned. In addition, please set forth all opinions and conclusions 
drawn unless the investigation was privileged. If you assert that the investigation was privileged, 
please describe the basis for the privilege asserted. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Saint Alphonsus objects to the use of the 
term "investi~ation" on the basis that it is vague and ambiguous. Without waiving such 
objections, no investigation occurred by Saint Alphonsus although the Ada County 
Commissioners through Ada County Indigent services conducted an investigation into ICT under 
Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 8: Please state whether you intend to rely upon any 
statement made by the Defendants, including any and all employees of Ada County. If your 
answer is in the affirmative, please state the place and date of the conversation, the name, 
address, and telephone number of each person present for the conversation, and what was said by 
each person present at the conversation. 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Todd Wright, being first duly sworn. upon oath deposes and says: 
That he is the Accounts Receivable Denial/Variance Manger for plaintiff Saint 
Alphonsus Regional Medical Center and Trinity Health in the above-entitled action and that he 
has read the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSES TO ADA COUNTY'S FIR.ST SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES, knows the contents thereof, and believes the same to be true. 
ToddWnght 
Accounts Receivable Denial/V arlance Manger 
West Region Shared Service Center 
Trinity Health 
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V 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _!J__ day of March, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSES TO ADA COUNTY'S FIRST 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR · PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS TO PLAINTIFF to be served by the method indicated below, and addressed to 
the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Fax: 287-7719 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
("7 Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSES TO ADA COUNTY'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 
AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO PLAINTIFF - 13 
000236
-· .~ •· -·· V 
OR\G\NAL 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
1-.,...6. ___ -==-~ll::::,t-,lL'---
FJLeo 11¼Jc., ~M, ____ ,,M._ _ _ 
AUG 3 1 2016 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By AUSTIN LOWE 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 




STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
AFFIDAVIT OF SHERYL McKINNEY, 
RN 
Sheryl McKinney, RN, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
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1. I am a Nurse Auditor at Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center ("SARMC"). I 
received my Associates Degree in Nursing from Wenatchee Valley College, Wenatchee, 
Washington in 1989 and obtained my Registered Nurse license also in 1989. I was employed as a 
staff RN at Central Washington Hospital in Wenatchee, Washington from 1989 - 1990, at the 
University of California Davis Medical Center in Sacramento, California from 1990- 1992, 
Kootenai Medical Center, Coeur D'Alene, Idaho from 1992 - 1995 and started at Saint 
Alphonsus Regional Medical Center in 1995 as a staff nurse. In 1997, I accepted a part-time 
position for Saint Alphonsus as a Nurse Auditor with primary responsibilities of auditing the 
medical bill by comparison to the medical record. That transitioned to a full-time position in 
1998 and has continued to the present time. This position is now under Trinity Health, Western 
Region Shared Service Center. The position has grown to include several different 
responsibilities but still includes audits. Audit requests come from many sources including 
insurance carriers and patients. 
2. I have reviewed and personally audited the medical charges for the March 27, 
2014 through May 24, 2014 dates of services for patient I.C.T. ("ICT'' or Patient) at SARMC. 
These medical charges are generated and kept as part of a regularly conducted activity at 
SARMC. True and correct copies, see SARMC 285-315, are attached to Plaintiff's Responses to 
Ada County's First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to Plaintiff 
served on March 4, 2016. In light of my review and audit, I determined that the original total 
charges now require a correction and reduction, such that the total charges should now be 
$302,387.83. The corrected and reduced medical charges for the Patient in the amount of 
$302,387.83 were reasonable and reflect usual and customary charges in Boise, Idaho for the 
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services provided to the Patient at SARMC during the time period of March 27, 2014 through 
May 24, 2014. 
3. The Ada County Sheriff paid for the dates of service from March 27, 2014 
through April 3, 2014. The amount billed for these dates was $120,528.21 and the Ada County 
Sheriff paid $64,121.00 on July 17, 2014 with the remainder being reduced per statutory 
reduction by $56,407.21. A true and correct copy of the payment voucher received on June 16, 
2014 showing payment of $64,121 for dates of service through April 3, 2013 for patient I.C.-T. 
is attached hereto. I note that the 2013 date is incorrect as the services for patient I.C.-.T. 
occurred in 2014. As I note above, $54,407.21 was reduced by statutory adjustment, which 
reduction amount is found within Title 31, Chapter 35 of the Idaho Code. SARMC has not 
received any form of payment or reimbursement for the remaining dates of service from April 4, 
2014 through May 24, 2014. The corrected remaining balance for the outstanding medical 
charges is $181,859.62. The remaining unpaid balance reduced to the reimbursement rate 
specified in Title 31, Chapter 35 Idaho Code, is $96,598.11. 
4. I hold these opinions in this matter based upon a reasonable degree of certainty as 
a Nurse Auditor. 
FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this p 1st' day of August, 2016. 
~, ............ , 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this J ~ day of August, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF SHERYL McKINNEY, RN to be served by the 
method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Fax: 287-7719 
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( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
~and Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 







Voueher Number: VOID IIIIDUIUllnllllDllllllfll 
301179. 
AUDITOR'$ OFFICE • ADA COUNTY •. IDAHO 
200.W. Front Street • Boise, Idaho 83702 
Date: 6/16/2014 
Pay To: ST ALPHONSUS REGIONAL MED CENTER 
JAIL BILLING 
POBOX3627 
PORTLAND, OR 97208-3627 • 
FOR AUDITOR USE ONLY 
Pay to Vendor No, 7695 
• 
All bIDs against the county must be properly verified and have authorization of party ordering merchandise or services 
rendered and filed with the clerk. County governments are exempt from sales tax. 
FY 2014 PLEASE ENCLOSE INVOICES Page 1 of 1 
Date PO# Invoice# Description/Acct#: Uneltem Payment of: 
~13 01189419 I 101-w-221-521-41106 - 64,121.CO 
3IJ0/2014 01159591 TJ-9111 101"°2•221-521-41106 967.30 
3116/2014 0189181 M,4 101-02-221-521-41105 4,916.81 
4/8l2014 01171409 D,._ 101-02·221·521-41105 &. 116.45 
. 
COMMENT: TOTAL $15,120,56 
FOR DEPARTMENT USE ONLY APPRCVl!D BY BOARD OF ADA COUN'l'Y COMM!88l0NERS 
Department: ADA COUNTY SHERIFF 
ve ID DATE .Au1harlzed Slgnatun, • I certify.that tho above aocount la correct; that the servlcea were rencferad, 
or merchandise wu fumlalled aa stated, and the 
same 18 Justly due and unpafd. 
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OR\G\N/\L 
Robert A. Berry, ISB #7742 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
rab@elamburke.com 
'~------:-~...:5~~-,-+,-
F-ilJuJ  .,;/0 A.M. ____ P.M __ _..._ _ _ 
SEP O 7 2016 
GHAISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy SANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 




ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RAINEY, 
in his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
In re: I.C-T. 
Case No. CV OC 1505002 
REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
COMES NOW Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center, Inc. ("Saint 
Alphonsus"), by and through its counsel, Elam & Burke, P.A., and hereby submits this reply in 
support of its motion for summary judgment: 




Idaho Code § 20-605 is the only statutory provision in Chapter 6, Title 20, Idaho Code 
that discusses how medical services provided to individuals incarcerated at a county jail are to be 
reimbursed. It allows a county jail to reimburse providers such as Saint Alphonsus at less than 
full reimbursement and provides that reimbursement may be made at the Medicaid rate as 
specified in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code. Idaho Code§ 20-605 further provides that where 
an individual is released from custody for purposes of receiving medical care and treatment, the 
county is not relieved of its obligation for paying the medical care expenses. 
The undisputed facts demonstrate that the defendants reimbursed Saint Alphonsus at the 
Medicaid rate from the date the patient attempted suicide (March 27, 2014) through the date of 
his ex-parte release to his own recognizance (April 3, 2014). Further, the defendants do not 
dispute that the patient here was released for purposes of receiving medical care and treatment on 
an ex-parte basis, just days after he had been charged with three felony counts of sexual assault 
on a minor. Given that defendants reimbursed Saint Alphonsus in the manner provided under 
Idaho Code § 20-605, the defendants are also responsible for the dates of services after the 
patient's ex-parte release from custody and through his release from Saint Alphonsus. 
II. ARGUMENT 
A. Defendants' reimbursement at the level provided in Title 31, Chapter 35 of 
the Idaho Code demonstrates their responsibility for medical care and 
treatment under Idaho Code § 20-605. 
Rather than repeat the arguments made in section II.A of its opposition to the defendants' 
motion for partial summary judgment, Saint Alphonsus incorporates all of the arguments made 
therein. To highlight those arguments, however, Title 20, Chapter 6 of the Idaho Code ("Title 
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20"1) governs county jails and the only statutory provision within Title 20 that discusses 
reimbursement for medical expenses is LC. § 20-605 (hereinafter "section 20-605"). While the 
defendants continue to maintain that section 20-605 does not apply, in order for the defendants to 
have been entitled to a reduced rate of reimbursement under section 20-605, the defendants had 
to have found that a court entered an order pursuant to section 20-604. If no such order exists, 
then based upon the first sentence of section 20-605, defendants would not be entitled to the 
reduced reimbursement rate found in section 20-605 for the March 27, 2014 through April 3, 
2014 dates of services. Given that the defendants obtained a reduced reimbursement rate, then 
the defendants relied upon section 20-605 to obtain the benefit of reduced reimbursement. 
Defendants would otherwise not be entitled to such relief and accordingly, the remaining 
portions of section 20-605 apply. 
Accordingly, based upon section 20-605, "release from an order pursuant to section 20-
604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not relieve the 
county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses imposed in this section." It remains 
undisputed that the defendants released the patient from custody for the purposes of allowing 
him to continue to receive medical care and treatment just days after being charged with three 
new felony counts for sexual assault on a minor. As such, section 20-605 makes the defendants 
responsible for these dates of services, which is consistent with the defendants' actions in this 
matter as they are the ones who were responsible for his incarceration at the Ada County Jail. 
They are the ones responsible for his safekeeping while incarcerated. They are the ones who 
made the ex-parte decision to release him from custody Gust days after filing three new felony 
counts). The arguments raised by the defendants, however, seek to put-off this responsibility. 
1 All references to Title 20 are to Title 20, Chapter 6, Idaho Code. 
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• I .._. 
The defendants' position can only be considered an attempt to disclaim responsibility after they 
unilaterally released him from custody. Indeed, he was released on an ex-parte basis while still 
intubated. They effectively dumped the patient at Saint Alphonsus and argue they have no 
further responsibility. As noted in the opposition to defendants' motion for partial summary 
judgment, the defendants cannot require other counties to pay for the costs of medical care and 
treatment for individuals they release from their custody for purposes of receiving medical care 
and treatment. Killeen demonstrates that the medical expenses are the obligation of the 
defendants and not other Idaho counties. 124 Idaho 197, 198-99 858 P.2d 736, 738-39 (1993). 
In summary, given that the defendants reimbursed Saint Alphonsus at the Medicaid rate 
specified in Chapter 35 for the dates of services from March 27, 2014 through April 3, 2014, the 
defendants are also responsible for the medical care and treatment provided to the patient after 
his release from custody to continue to receive medical care and treatment at Saint Alphonsus 
based upon Idaho Code§ 20-605. 
B. Defendants cannot disregard the plain language of Idaho Code § 20-605, 
which requires the defendants to be responsible for the patient's medical 
care after his release from custody to receive medical care and treatment. 
Saint Alphonsus incorporates the arguments it made in section II.B of its opposition to 
the defendants' motion for partial summary judgment. While defendants contend that Saint 
Alphonsus is moving the mark, the fact remains that defendants' right to lower reimbursement is 
only found in section 20-605, which has been consistently asserted by Saint Alphonsus. Again, 
no other statute in Title 20 allows for the defendants to reimburse Saint Alphonsus at a lower rate 
other than full reimbursement. 
"A statute should be construed so that effect is given to all its provisions, so that no part 
will be rendered superfluous or insignificant. Further, we do not presume that the legislature 
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performed an idle act by enacting a meaningless provision." Brown v. Caldwell School Dist., 127 
Idaho 112, 117 898 P.2d 43, 48 (1995). Despite the 1994 amendments, the defendants claim that 
there is no independent right of recovery under section 20-605, which conclusion can only be 
reached if one ignores the 1994 amendments to the Idaho Code. The arguments raised by the 
defendants render the amendments to section 20-605, as well as section 20-612 meaningless. As 
previously noted, the 1994 amendments were as follows: 
Idaho Code § 20-605 
In the absence of such agreement or order fixing the cost as provided in 
section 20-606, Idaho Code, the charge for each person confined or detained shall 
be the sum of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per day, plus the aemal cost of any 
medical or dental services paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided 
in chapter 35, title 31, Idaho Code. unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise 
established by contract or agreement; . . . Release from an order pursuant to 
section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical 
treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care 
expenses imposed in this section. 
Idaho Code § 20-612 
It shall be the duty of the board of county commissioners to furnish all persons 
committed to the county jail with necessary food, clothing and bedding, and 
medical care as provided in section 20-605, Idaho Code, ... 
(See Affidavit of Counsel filed August 17, 2016, Ex. 2.) Saint Alphonsus's interpretation of 
Idaho Code § 20-605 accounts for the 1994 legislative changes to not only section 20-605, but to 
Idaho Code§ 20-612. As noted in Saint Alphonsus's opposition to defendants' motion for partial 
summary judgment the outcomes in St. Alphonsus Reg'! Med'[ Ctr., Ltd. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 
197, 199 858 P.2d 736, 739 (1993) were twofold: 1) the county was responsible for full 
reimbursement of the incurred medical expenses but 2) only as long as the patient was in 
custody. The 1994 amendments now make it so these outcomes are no longer possible. Now, 1) a 
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county obtains the benefit of reimbursement as provided in Chapter 35 but 2) is still responsible 
for medical care when a person is released for purposes of receiving medical care and treatment. 2 
The 1994 amendments instruct that payment for medical expenses is governed by section 
20-605. If section 20-605 does not apply to the defendants, as they argue, then there is no right to 
lower reimbursement rates. As such, the defendants should and must be obligated for full 
reimbursement of the medical care provided from March 27, 2014 through his ex-parte release of 
April 3, 2014. However, by reimbursing Saint Alphonsus under the Medicaid rate under Chapter 
35, the defendants determined that section 20-605 applied. Again, defendants have no other 
ability to claim reimbursement under Title 20 except through section 20-605. Section 20-605 
applies and the defendants are therefore responsible for the medical expenses after the patient's 
release from custody and through his discharge from Saint Alphonsus. Any other result renders 
the 1994 amendments meaningless. 
III. CONCLUSION 
For all of the aforesaid reasons, Saint Alphonsus respectfully requests that the Court enter 
judgment in its favor and that the defendants' motion for partial summary judgment be denied. 
r DATED this __ day of September, 2016. 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
By,~ 
Robert A. Berry - Of the Firm 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
2 In generally addressing the statutory scheme at issue, Killeen does, however, address 
defendants' argument that the statutes only relate to inmates being held for the benefit of another 
county ( e.g., Ada County holding Boise County inmates because Boise County lacks a jail). 
(Opposition at 7-8.) In Killeen, while the patient was arrested in Canyon County, the patient was 
ultimately held in the Ada County jail pursuant to an Ada County bench warrant. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this '1: day of September, 2016, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT to be served by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to the following: 
Sherry A. Morgan 
Joseph D. Mallet 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
200 W. Front St., Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(# Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 287-7719 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
SHERRY A. MORGAN 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
JOSEPH D. MALLET 
Special Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Civil Division 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
(208) 287-7700 
Idaho State Bar Nos. 5296 and 5817 
r:-:, ___ --::-"."'"":"':"----
.. ,1..l:L' t,.M. ____ ,P.M ___ _ 
SEP O 7 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SANTIAGO BARRIOS 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
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COME NOW Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney, Ada County, and the Board of Ada 
County Commissioners ("Defendants"), by and through their attorneys of record, Sherry A. 
Morgan, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, and Joseph D. Mallet, Special Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office, and hereby submit their Reply 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. 
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I. ARGUMENT 
St. Alphonsus continues to provide no legitimate basis in support of its contention that 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 create liability on the part of the Defendants for I. C.-T.'s 
medical bills incurred after he was released from custody by order of the court and the charges 
against him were dismissed. As there are no genuine issues of material fact, an award of 
summary judgment in favor of the Defendants is both proper and legally supportable. 
A. St. Alphonsus Continues to Wrongly Broaden the Scope of its Complaint. 
St. Alphonsus once again attempts to broaden the relief it specifically requested in its 
Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment. In its Opposition to Defendants' Motion for 
Partial Summary Judgment, St. Alphonsus states: "Reduced to its essence, this case involves 
only one question: whether the defendants are responsible for the medical care of a patient 
injured while in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff but who is released from custody while 
still hospitalized so that he can continue to receive medical care." Opposition, p. 2. However, 
this is not the question presented by St. Alphonsus to the Court in its Amended Complaint for 
Declaratory Judgment. Rather, as already discussed by the Defendants in their Response to St. 
Alphonsus Motion for Summary Judgment, St. Alphonsus made one specific request to the 
Court: 
1. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code § § 20-604, 
20-605, defendants improperly denied SARMC's claim for reimbursement of 
medical expenses for the medical treatment and care of [I. C.-T.] from April 5, 
2014 through May 24, 2014. 
2. For a declaratory judgment declaring that pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604, 
20-605, defendants shall reimburse SARMC at the rate of reimbursement as 
provided in Chapter 35, Title 31, Idaho Code for the medical expenses 
incurred for the medical care and treatment SARMC rendered to the Patient 
from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, which reduced to the appropriate 
rate ofreimbursement results in the amount of$97,835.18. 
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Amended Complaint, p. 9 ( emphasis added). Therefore, the only question before the Court, as 
presented by St. Alphonsus, is whether the Defendants improperly denied St. Alphonsus' claim 
for reimbursement pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 20-604 and 20-605.1 
It is improper for St. Alphonsus to now expand the scope of its request via its summary 
judgment motion and briefing. All arguments made by St. Alphonsus that go beyond the 
question presented in its Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment should therefore be 
discarded by the Court. 
B. In All of its Briefing, St. Alphonsus has Failed to Direct the Court's Attention to the 
Controlling Supreme Court Case. 
Perhaps the reason why St. Alphonsus continues to shy away from the issue it presented 
for declaratory judgment is because the Idaho Supreme Court has already resolved that issue in 
County of Bannock v. Pocatello, 110 Idaho 292, 715 P .2d 962 (1986). It is telling that St. 
Alphonsus does not discuss, nor even mention, that case in any of its briefing. This most 
certainly is because there is no argument against the Court's holding: 
That LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 only regulate the city's and the county's 
responsibility for prisoners housed in counties other than those in which the city is 
situated, becomes apparent when one considers that LC. § 20-612 was not 
amended in 1973, but remains in effect today. As noted above, LC. § 20-612 
places on the county commissioners the complete duty to pay, with county funds, 
for all prisoners housed in that county. To interpret LC. § 20-612 as the county 
does would require that we ignore LC.§ 20-612 presumably because LC.§ 20-605 
has superseded LC. § 20-612 .... A more reasonable alternative to the county's 
interpretation is that LC. §§ 20-604, -605 and -606 are specific statutes which 
pertain only to the housing of prisoners in another county, while LC. § 20-612 
applies to prisoners housed within the county. 
Id., p. 295, 965 ( emphasis in original). 
1Count II of St. Alphonsus' Amended Complaint requests that it be awarded damages in an amount no less than 
$97,835.18. Amended Complaint, p. 9. 
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St. Alphons~s offers no argument as to why the County of Bannock is not controlling. 
Since the Supreme Court has already definitively decided the issue presented in this case, all of 
St. Alphonsus' arguments are moot. 
C. St. Alphonsus' Interpretation of Idaho Code § 20-605 is Nonsensical. 
St. Alphonsus argues: 
In order for the defendants to have been entitled to a reduced rate of 
reimbursement under section 20-605, the defendants had to have first found that a 
court entered an order pursuant to section 20-604. If no such order exists, then 
based upon the first sentence of section 20-605, defendants would not be entitled 
to the reduced reimbursement rate found in section 20-605. 
Opposition Brief, p. 4 (emphasis in original). St. Alphonsus also correctly urges a plain reading 
of this statute. 
The first sentence § 20-605 reads, "The county wherein any court has entered an order 
pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or 
confinement of the person to the governmental unit or agency owning or operating the jail or 
confinement facilities in which the person was confined or detained." Idaho Code § 20-605 
(emphasis added). If we assume for argument's sake that a § 20-604 order was entered in this 
case,2 and accept St. Alphonsus' proposition that § 20-605 applies in cases where a county 
houses its own in-county inmate (as is the case here), then the county wherein a court entered a 
§ 20-604 order (in this case, Ada County) shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention 
or confinement of the person (I. C.-T.) to the governmental entity that owns or operates the jail in 
which the person was confined (the Ada County Jail). Applying St. Alphonsus' interpretation, 
§ 20-605 would require Ada County to reimburse Ada County for the costs of detaining I. C.-T. 
2The Defendants argue that a § 20-604 order was not entered in this case, rendering the provisions of § 20-605 
inapplicable. See Defendants' Response to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, pp. 9-10. 
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This clearly makes no sense, as a county would never reimburse itself. 
The same nonsensical result occurs in the application of St. Alphonsus' reasoning to the 
second sentence of§ 20-605, which reads: "The amount of such direct and indirect costs shall be 
determined on a per day per person basis by agreement between the county wherein the court 
entered the order and the county or governmental unit or agency owning or operating such jail 
or confinement facilities." Id. (emphasis added). Making the same assumptions as above, the 
amount of I. C.-T.'s direct and indirect costs would be determined on a per day basis by 
agreement between the county wherein the court entered the § 20-604 order (Ada County) and 
the county owning or operating the jail where I. C.-T. was detained (Ada County). Under St. 
Alphonsus' logic, I. C.-T.'s costs would be determined by agreement between Ada County and 
itself. This again makes no sense, as a county would never have an agreement with itself. 
The error in St. Alphonsus' reasoning is also apparent in its argument that, " ... once the 
medical services are provided, then the defendants are required to make payment 'by the second 
Monday of the month following the date of billing.' LC § 20-605." Opposition Brief, p. 11. 
This payment "due date" applies to reimbursement payments from one county to the housing 
county. There is nothing in § 20-605 that provides that such payment is to be made to a third-
party provider, such as a hospital. St. Alphonsus would have this Court add requirements to the 
statute that do not exist. 
Regarding the sentence in the statute that St. Alphonsus suggests provides clear liability 
to the Defendants, ("Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the 
purpose of a person receiving medical treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of 
paying the medical care expenses imposed in this section."), the legislature certainly would not 
insert this sentence into the middle of § 20-605 with the intent to have it apply in situations 
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beyond the scope of§ 20-605. There is no indication in the text, legislative history, or case law 
to support St. Alphonsus' claim that this language somehow applies beyond the county-to-county 
reimbursement situations addressed in this statute. At the very minimum, legislative intent for 
such broad application would need to be clearly stated. While St. Alphonsus may wish the 
legislature broadened the scope of this statute to benefit third party medical providers, the 
legislature did not add this language to the statute. 
As recognized by the Idaho Supreme Court in County of Bannock, § 20-605 only applies 
in situations where one county houses another county's inmate. To find otherwise would be in 
violation of the Supreme Court's precedent, and would have a nonsensical result, as shown 
above.3 
D. The Ada County Sheriff's Authority to Reimburse at the Medicaid Rate Originates 
from Idaho Code§ 31-3302, not Idaho Code§ 20-605. 
Idaho Code § 31-3302 enumerates various county charges, including: 
The expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons charged with or 
convicted of a crime and committed therefor to the county jail. Provided that any 
medical expenses shall be paid at the unadjusted medicaid rate of reimbursement 
as provided in section 31-3502(4), Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is 
otherwise established by contract or agreement. 
Idaho Code § 31-3302(3) ( emphasis added). This section clearly provides that all such medical 
expenses are to be paid at the unadjusted Medicaid rate, which is what the Ada County Sheriff 
did.4 St. Alphonsus ignores this statute by arguing that, "Given that the defendants reimbursed 
Saint Alphonsus at such a level, the defendants are undone by their own actions." Opposition 
3St. Alphonsus offers no evidence in support of its conclusory statement that the amendments to § 20-605 were a 
"compromise," in that a release for purposes of receiving medical treatment obligates a county to reimburse a 
hospital for such services, but at the Medicaid rate. See Opposition Brief, p. 3. 
4 The Ada County Sheriff paid all claims through April 4, 2014. Aff. ofK. Fike. St. Alphonsus' Verified Amended 
Complaint states that the Ada County Sheriff paid the claims through April 4, 2014, and asks for an award in 
damages for the remaining claims from April 5, 2014, through May 24, 2014. 
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Brief, p. 10. 
St. Alphonsus' argument, though, is unavailing. Idaho law is clear that reimbursement 
for medical expenses incurred by in-custody persons originating from that county is at the 
unadjusted Medicaid rate - and that Idaho law is § 31-3302(3), not § 20-605. Therefore, St. 
Alphonsus' arguments that since the Ada County Sheriff reimbursed St. Alphonsus at the 
Medicaid rate, the Sheriff and County Commissioners have somehow conceded that § 20-605 
controls in this case, is completely without merit. 
E. St. Alphonsus Has a Fundamental Misunderstanding of the Organization and 
Operation of County Government. 
St. Alphonsus continues to improperly conjoin the Ada County Sheriff, the Board of Ada 
County Commissioners, and the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney, as evidenced by the 
following statements in its Opposition Brief: "[a]fter the defendants decided to release the 
patient to receive medical care and treatment. .. " Opposition Brief, p. 3 (emphasis added); 
"defendants have avoided payment for the dates of services after their own arbitrary decision to 
'release' the patient from custody on an ex parte basis (and despite just having charged him with 
three new felony counts for sexual assault on a minor) where the patient's injuries only occurred 
while the patient was in their custody ... " Id., p. 12 (emphasis added). 
St. Alphonsus named the Ada County Sheriff and the Board of Ada County 
Commissioners as defendants in this case. It did not name the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney. 
To imply that the Prosecuting Attorney is a defendant is therefore improper. As previously 
argued, the motions made to release I. C.-T. on his own recognizance, and to eventually dismiss 
the charges, were made by the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney in the criminal cases brought by 
the State ofldaho against I. C.-T. The decisions to file such motions were not made, nor can they 
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be made, by the Defendants in this case, namely, the Board of Ada County Commissioners and 
the Ada County Sheriff. The same is true regarding the decision to file charges against I. C.-T. 
That decision was made by the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney as a part of her independent 
prosecutorial judgment. And, the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney would never have any duty 
or obligation to pay for the medical expenses of I. C.-T. 
Further, the Board of Commissioners and the Sheriff are separate elected officials with 
separate operating budgets from each other, and from the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney. I. 
C.-T. was not in the custody of the Board of Commissioners, as alleged by St. Alphonsus, but 
was in the custody of the Ada County Sheriff pursuant to Idaho law. 
F. St. Alphonsus' Arguments Regarding County Indigency Laws Are Self-Serving. 
St. Alphonsus appears to misconstrue the Defendants' arguments regarding medical 
indigency. The Ada County sheriff takes full responsibility for the payment of I. C.-T.'s medical 
bills incurred while he was in custody, as is evidenced by the fact that the Sheriff paid those bills. 
The Defendants merely discussed Idaho's indigency program as an option available to St. 
Alphonsus for payment of the remainder ofl. C.-T.'s charges. 
St. Alphonsus, like all hospitals, has many reimbursement options available to it. When a 
patient enters its facilities and incurs medical charges, St. Alphonsus can attempt to collect from 
the patient him/herself, private insurance, the federal government via Medicare or Medicaid, a 
county via medical indigency statutes, and, in the case of inmates, from the county sheriff for as 
long as the patient was in the sheriffs custody. 5 At one point, St. Alphonsus recognized at least 
one of these options, as it filed a third party application for medical indigency assistance with the 
5It is difficult to see why St. Alphonsus would prefer that payment for a patient's medical bills originate from a 
specific source, as long as it received payment. 
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Board of Ada County Commissioners. Aff. of J. Morris, Ex. A. For whatever reason, St. 
Alphonsus chose not to appeal the Board's denial of the application. If St. Alphonsus disagreed 
with the Board's denial, the indigency appellate scheme is designed to rectify any deficiencies in 
a county board's decision. By abandoning its indigency case, St. Alphonsus effectively crossed 
off one of the more effective payment options available to it. Since the remaining options were 
most likely not viable in this case, St. Alphonsus finds itself attempting to invent another option 
for reimbursement - trying to hold the Ada County Sheriff liable for medical expenses incurred 
while the patient was no longer in his custody. 
In an effort to justify its decision to cease to pursue a major payment source, St. 
Alphonsus attempts to paint the indigency process as unduly burdensome, and one in which it 
should not have to participate. St. Alphonsus complains that under the indigency statutes, it 
"would have had to prove" certain elements "which it has no control over," such as residency in 
the obligated county, indigency from a standpoint of lack of resources, and medical necessity of 
treatment. Opposition Brief, p. 12. However, St. Alphonsus never has control over these 
elements, regardless of the patient it is seeking to collect payment for. St. Alphonsus is no 
different from any of the other Idaho hospitals that avail themselves to the indigency process on a 
regular basis. 
II. CONCLUSION 
As there are no genuine issues as to any material fact, the Defendants respectfully request 
that this Court grant summary judgment in their favor, and issue a declaratory judgment that 
Idaho Code §§ 20-604 and 20-605 do not create liability on the part of the Defendants for I. C.-
T.'s medical bills incurred after he was released from custody by order of the court and the 
charges against him were dismissed. 
DEFENDANTS' REPLY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
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DATED this th day of September, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: 
Sherry A. Mor 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attome 
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Case No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER ON 
CROSS MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
This case arises from Plaintiff Saint Alphonsus Regional Medical Center (“SARMC”) 
providing medical treatment to I. C-T, a prisoner (“the Patient”) committed to the Ada County 
Jail. SARMC sued Defendants Ada County Sheriff Gary Raney1 in his Official Capacity, Ada 
County, and the Board of Ada County Commissioners for the cost of the Patient’s medical care.  
The Court concludes the Defendants must prevail. 
The following facts are undisputed unless otherwise noted.  Plaintiff is a hospital facility 
located in Boise, Idaho.  On January 20, 2014, the Patient was arrested and booked into the Ada 
County Jail on a misdemeanor charge.  While in custody, the Patient was arrested by Boise 
Police on three new felony counts of sexual abuse of a minor under sixteen years of age.  That 
same day, March 27, 2014,2 the Patient attempted to commit suicide and was transported to 
SARMC in critical condition. He remained in the custody of the Sheriff. 
                                                          
1 The Court notes that Sherriff Raney left office after the events occurring here. Thus far the parties have 
not moved to substitute his successor in office.  
2 The Complaint alleges and the Answer admits that the arrest took place March 27.  Defendants’ brief and 
the Sheriff’s booking sheet show the arrest as occurring on March 26.  The actual date of arrest is not material to this 
decision. 
Signed: 10/24/2016 03:19 PM
Kathy Pataro 10.25.16
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On April 3, 2014, the magistrate judge presiding in the misdemeanor case issued an 
Order of Release, releasing the Defendant from custody in that case only.  The Patient was still 
in SARMC’s care.  The next day, the Ada County Prosecutor filed an Ex-Parte Motion to 
Release Defendant on His Own Recognizance in the felony case.  The magistrate judge presiding 
in the felony case signed an Order of Release in the felony case. 
On May 5, 2014 the Ada County Prosecutor’s Office filed a motion to dismiss the 
charges without prejudice in the felony case.  On May 8, 2014, the Ada County Prosecutor’s 
Office moved to dismiss the misdemeanor case.  The Court dismissed both cases on that date. In 
the motion to dismiss, the prosecutor explained that the Defendant was in the country illegally 
and SARMC was eager to have him transferred to Mexico for long-term care.  The State also 
stated that “Should the Patient return to the United States or be found competent to stand trial, 
the State anticipates refiling the charges.”  The Court entered the order dismissing the case 
without prejudice. 3 
The Patient was discharged from SARMC’s care on May 24, 2014.  The medical 
expenses the patient incurred, totaling $304,374.92, were submitted to Defendants for payment.   
It is undisputed that Defendant Ada County Sheriff paid for the treatment from March 27, 2014 
through the date on which orders for Release on his Own Recognizance were entered, April 4, 
2014.  Plaintiff filed this action for a declaratory judgment that Defendants improperly denied 
SARMC’s claim for reimbursement and that Defendants are required to reimburse SARMC at 
the rate provided by statute. 
 
                                                          
3 Defendants spend some time in their reply memorandum correctly pointing out that the decision to move 
for release of the prisoner and dismissal of the charges in this case was made by the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney, not by Sheriff Raney or the Board of County Commissioners.  They correctly point out that the 
prosecutors in this county are independent and do not take instructions from other county officials in making 
prosecutorial decisions.  The Defendants take umbrage at the notion that the Deputy Prosecutor may have taken the  
cost of ongoing medical care into account in her decision to seek dismissal of the charges in this case.  First, the 
Court finds nothing improper if that was the case. Second, the motive of the prosecutor in a decision to seek release 
of a prisoner ROR or dismissal of charges is irrelevant to the issue of liability for medical expenses incurred by a 
prisoner no longer in custody. 
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 On August 16, 2016, Defendants filed a Motion for Partial Summary Judgment.  The 
Plaintiff filed its own Motion for Summary Judgment on August 17, 2016.  Both motions were 
heard on September 14, 2016.  
I. LEGAL STANDARD 
The purpose of a summary judgment proceeding is to avoid a useless trial where the facts 
are not in dispute and lead to a conclusion of law that is certain.  Berg v. Fairman, 107 Idaho 
441, 444, 690 P.2d 896, 899 (1984).  Summary judgment is appropriate if the pleadings, 
depositions, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, demonstrate that there is no 
genuine issue of material fact such that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of 
law.  I.R.C.P. 56(c); ParkWest Homes, LLC v. Barnson, 154 Idaho 678, 682, 302 P.3d 18, 22 
(2013).  All disputed facts must be liberally construed in the non-moving party’s favor.  Id.  If 
the evidence is susceptible to conflicting inferences or differing conclusions by reasonable 
persons, summary judgment must be denied.  Smith v. Meridian Joint Sch. Dist. No. 2, 128 Idaho 
714, 718, 918 P.2d 583, 587 (1996). 
“Where the parties have filed cross-motions for summary judgment relying on the same 
facts, issues and theories, the parties effectively stipulate that there is no genuine issue of 
material fact that would preclude the district court from entering summary judgment. However, 
the mere fact that both parties move for summary judgment does not in and of itself establish that 
there is no genuine issue of material fact. The fact that the parties have filed cross-motions for 
summary judgment does not change the applicable standard of review, and [the] Court must 
evaluate each party's motion on its own merits.”  Intermountain Forest Mgmt., Inc. v. Louisiana 
Pac. Corp., 136 Idaho 233, 235, 31 P.3d 921, 923 (2001) (internal citations omitted). 
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  “[A] nonmoving defendant has the burden of supporting a claimed affirmative defense on 
a motion for summary judgment.”  Chandler v. Hayden, 147 Idaho 765, 771, 215 P.3d 485, 491 
(2009).  “If facts are disputed but immaterial to the issue presented, the disputed facts will not 
preclude summary judgment.”  Asbury Park, LLC v. Greenbriar Estate Homeowners’ Ass’n, 
Inc., 152 Idaho 338, 344, 271 P.3d 1194, 1200 (2012). 
II. NATURE OF THE DISPUTE 
The question presented is whether the County Sheriff, and therefore the county treasury  
as administered by the Board of County Commissioners, is liable for the entire cost of medical 
care for a prisoner delivered to the hospital in custody when the prisoner is released from custody 
while still hospitalized.  There is no dispute that Defendants are liable for the hospital bills the 
patient incurred while in custody.  Defendants have already made the necessary payment for 
those costs. SARMC maintains that Idaho Code §§ 20-604, 20-605, and 20-612 require 
Defendants pay the hospital bills the Patient incurred after he was released from custody.   
SARMC begins with the proposition that the sheriff must take into custody everyone 
committed to jail by competent authority, and the board of county commissioners are required to 
furnish “necessary food, clothing and bedding, and medical care as provided in section 20-605, 
Idaho Code” for those so committed, citing I.C. §§ 20-601(2) and 20-612.  SARMC then turns to 
I.C. §20-605 which says, in part,  
The county wherein any court has entered an order pursuant to section 20-
604, Idaho Code, shall pay all direct and indirect costs of the detention or 
confinement of the person to the governmental unit or agency owning or 
operating the jail or confinement facilities in which the person was confined or 
detained. ….  
Release from an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of 
a person receiving medical treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation 
of paying the medical care expenses imposed in this section…. (emphasis added) 
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SARMC then points to I.C. §20-604 as the source of authority for a sheriff to hold 
someone in custody.4  SARMC points out that the Patient here was released from custody “for 
the sole purpose of receiving medical treatment” and the State intends to refile the charges and 
arrest the Patient upon the Patient becoming medically fit to be released from a medical care 
facility. Accordingly, says SARMC, under the plain language of the statute the Sheriff and the 
County are responsible for cost of his treatment. 
Defendants argue sections 20-604 and 20-605 only apply to an inmate housed in a county 
that is different from the county that ordered the inmate to be held in custody.  Because the 
Patient was housed in Ada County, the same county that ordered his confinement, the statutes do 
not apply.   
III. DISCUSSION 
i. I.C. §§ 20-604 and 20-605 Do Not Apply 
Plaintiff argues that Title 20, Chapter 6 is the only statutory section that is relevant to the 
payment of costs associated with housing inmates in county jails. This is incorrect.  The entire 
statutory scheme governing jails, the county and medical expenses of prisoners must be 
considered.  I.C. § 20-612 requires the sheriff to accept persons committed to the jail. This would 
include persons from out of the county committed under I.C. § 20-604.  The obligation of the 
county to pay the medical expenses of county prisoners is found in Title 31 of the Idaho Code, 
Counties and County law.  §31-3302 enumerates “county charges,” which include: 
                                                          
4 Any district judge or magistrate may order a person confined or detained, upon any grounds provided by 
law, in any county or municipal jail or other confinement facility within the judicial district in which the court is 
located. Such order may thereafter be amended to transfer such person from such jail or facility to another at any 
place within the judicial district. If the county in which the court is located has made an agreement with another 
governmental unit or agency located outside the judicial district for the confinement or detention of persons, then 
any district judge or magistrate acting in that county may also order a person confined or detained outside of the 
judicial district in the confinement facility or jail described in such agreement. All persons, officers and officials in 
charge of a jail or confinement facility shall accept a person for detention or confinement upon receiving a certified 
copy of an order made pursuant to this section.   
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“(3) the expenses necessarily incurred in the support of persons charged with or 
convicted of crime and committed therefor to the county jail. Provided that any 
medical expenses shall be paid at the rate of reimbursement as provided in chapter 
35, title 31, Idaho Code, unless a rate of reimbursement is otherwise established 
by contract or agreement.” 
Section 20-605 only applies to inmates housed in a different county.  The question was 
decided in Bannock County. v. City of Pocatello, 110 Idaho 292, 715 P.2d 962 (1986).  In that 
case, the Court was asked to decide whether the City of Pocatello was liable to Bannock County 
for incarceration costs at the Bannock County Jail.    The Court noted that §§ 20-604 and 605 
were amended in 1973, broadening the Court’s authority “to send prisoners outside the county 
where they were charged by enabling a judge to order the confinement of prisoners in other non-
contiguous counties.” Id. at 294.  § 20-612, however, was not amended.  Section 20-612 “places 
on the county commissioners the complete duty to pay, with county funds, for all prisoners 
housed in that county.”  Id. at 295.  Thus, sections 20-604, 605, 606, and 607 only pertain to 
situations where the prisoner is held in another county.  The Court explained: 
“I.C. § 20-604, as amended, enables a district judge or magistrate to order 
prisoners confined in any county jail in that judicial district, or in any other 
county if an agreement to that effect exists between the counties. I.C. § 20–605, 
as amended, defines which county is responsible for the cost of jailing the 
prisoners in another county.”  
Id. at 294 (emphasis added).  Thus, the Court concluded: “A more reasonable alternative to the 
county's interpretation is that I.C. §§ 20–604, –605 and –606 are specific statutes which pertain 
only to the housing of prisoners in another county, while I.C. § 20–612 applies to prisoners 
housed within the county.” Id. at 295.  
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Here, it is undisputed that the Patient was both ordered confined and actually held in 
custody by Ada County.  It is also undisputed that Ada County was responsible for the costs of 
medical care while the Patient was in custody.  This is mandated under section 31-3302, as the 
Patient was a charge of the County.  This is also mandated by section 20-612, which applies to 
prisoners housed within their own county.  Section 20-605 simply does not apply.   
  The argument that § 20-605 must govern because the Sheriff paid a portion of the 
medical expenses at the reduced Medicaid rate is a red herring. The portion of § 20-605 
referencing Chapter 35 as providing the rate of reimbursement merely harmonizes the rate of 
reimbursement for out-of-county prisoners with the rate for in-county prisoners as provided in 
§31-3302.  In other words, medical care provided to a prisoner is reimbursed at the Medicaid rate 
whether the prisoner is housed in the county jail where arrested and charged or housed in a 
county other than the county that ordered confinement.  The statute says nothing about whether 
the medical care provider is entitled to reimbursement in the first place. There is no authority 
requiring a county to pay for the expenses of a prisoner once the prisoner is released from 
custody.  Nothing in the statutes provides for payment of a prisoner’s medical expenses incurred 
once the person is no longer a prisoner. 
 
ii. 1994 Amendments to the Statute Do Not Change the Outcome 
In 1994, the Idaho Legislature amended § 20-605, adding the following: “Release from 
an order pursuant to section 20-604, Idaho Code, for the purpose of a person receiving medical 
treatment shall not relieve the county of its obligation of paying the medical care expenses 
imposed in this section.”5  Whatever was intended by the legislature with this language, it did not 
amend the outcome of Bannock County. v. City of Pocatello, supra. Even if the amendments 
were intended to respond to St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Ctr., Ltd. v. Killeen,6 the outcome 
                                                          
5 It was also amended to provide for reimbursement of medical expenses at the Medicaid rate. 
6 124 Idaho 197, 858 P.2d 736 (1993). 
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of this case is the same.  Killeen stood for the proposition “that when a person is in the sheriff's 
custody, whether indigent or not, the sheriff and custodial county are responsible for payment of 
medical expenses incurred.” St. Alphonsus Reg'l Med. Ctr., Ltd. v. Killeen, 124 Idaho 197, 199, 
858 P.2d 736, 738, (1993).  “I.C. § 31–3302 is applicable state law. In light of the explicit 
allocation of responsibility to the county, I.C. § 31–3302(3) makes it clear that Idaho law places 
on the county the financial responsibility for all persons maintained in the county jail.” Id., 124 
Idaho 197, 199, 858 P.2d 736, 738.  The legislature did not amend the statute to remove that 
responsibility from the sheriff.  Rather, the legislative enactment appears to be directed at the 
comment in Killeen that the Court was 
sympathetic to Ada County's policy arguments against being responsible for 
medical expenses—the anomaly being that when an indigent is in jail, the hospital 
recovers more money than it would under the indigency scheme and the reality 
that the sheriff's office is not ordinarily so constituted to seek indemnity from 
other sources. Nonetheless, the statutes collectively indicate that it is ultimately 
the sheriff's responsibility to pay for prisoners' medical expenses. Re-allocation of 
that responsibility is within the province of the legislature. 
124 Idaho 197 at 200, 858 P.2d 73 at 739. 
This is the better interpretation of the amendments.  The sheriff and the county remain 
responsible for the payment to prisoner medical care, indigent or not, but only at the Medicaid 
rate. If an indigent prisoner is ordered to be confined in his or her own county, then that county 
will still be liable for an indigent prisoner’s medical costs after release, but through the indigency 
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IV. CONCLUSION 
Accordingly, Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED as set forth in 
this decision. Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment is DENIED. 
  
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
      ___________________________ 
      RICHARD D. GREENWOOD 
      District Judge  
 
  
Signed: 10/24/2016 03:19 PM
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JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
Each of Plaintiff’s claims and causes of action against Defendants, Ada County Sheriff 
Gary Raney, Ada County, and the Board of Ada County Commissioners, are dismissed in their 
entirety, with prejudice. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this ____ day of __________________, 20___. 
 
         
       Richard D. Greenwood  
       District Judge 
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ADA COUNTY SHERIFF GARY RANEY, in 
his Official Capacity, ADA COUNTY, and 
THE BOARD OF ADA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-OC-2015-5002 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANTS AND . THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-
ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above-named appellant, SAINT ALPHONSUS REGIONAL MEDICAL 
CENTER, appeals against the above-named respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the 
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Memorandum Decision and Order on Cross Motions for Summary Judgment that was entered in 
this action on or about October 24, 2016, final Judgment for which was subsequently entered on 
or about March 2, 2017, by the Honorable Richard D. Greenwood, presiding. 
2. Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court and the order and 
Judgment described in Paragraph 1, above, are appealable pursuant to Rule 1 l(a)(l) of the Idaho 
Appellate Rules. 
3. Reserving the right to assert other issues on appeal, Appellant makes the 
following preliminary statement of issues on appeal: 
a. Whether the district court erred in holding that Respondents were not 
responsible for the medical expenses incurred for the medical care and treatment rendered by 
Appellant to Ada County inmate Ivan Castillo-Tellez from April 5, 2014 through May 24, 2014, 
and thereby granting summary judgment in favor of Respondents; and 
b. Whether the district court erred in denying Appellant's motion for 
summary judgment. 
4. No order sealing all or any portion of the record has been entered. 
5. A Reporter's Transcript is requested. Plaintiff-Appellant requests the preparation 
of the reporter's transcript via both hard and electronic copy for the following hearing(s): 
a. Hearing on cross-motions for summary judgment, held September 14, 
2016. 
6. The Appellant requests the following documents to be included in the Clerk's 
Record in addition to those automatically included pursuant to Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate 
Rules: 
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a. Defendants' Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed on or about 
August 16, 2016; 
b. Ada County's Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
c. Affidavit of Kim Fike, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
d. Affidavit of Sheriff Michael Haderlie, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
e. Affidavit of Lt. Andy Hoffman, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
f. Affidavit of Judy Morris m Support of Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
g. Affidavit of Louissa Shaffer, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
h. Affidavit of Lt. Aaron Shepherd, filed on or about August 16, 2016; 
1. Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment, filed on or about August 17, 
2016; 
J. Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, 
filed on or about August 17, 2016; 
k. Affidavit of Tanya Krafft, M.D. in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment, filed on or about August 17, 2016; 
1. Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment, filed on or about August 17, 2016; 
m. Ada County's Response to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, 
filed on or about August 31, 2016; 
n. Affidavit of Nicole Carr, filed on or about August 31, 2016; 
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o. Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendants' Motion for Partial Summary 
Judgment, filed on or about August 31, 2016; 
p. Affidavit of Sheryl McKinney, RN, filed on or about August 31, 2016; 
q. Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Plaintiffs Opposition to Defendants' 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, filed on or about August 31, 2016; 
r. Defendants' Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion for Partial 
Summary Judgment, filed on or about September 7, 2016; and 
s. Reply Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment, filed on or about September 7, 2016. 
7. Appellant does not request any documents, charts, or pictures offered or admitted 
as exhibits at trial or hearing. 
8. I certify: 
a. That a copy of this Notice of Appeal has been served on the court reporter 
via email; 
b. That the estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript has been 
requested and will be paid; 
c. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's record has been 
requested and will be paid; 
d. That the appellate filing fee has been paid; and, 
e. That service has been made on all parties required to be served pursuant to 
I.A.R. 20. 
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DUKE SCANLAN & HALL, PLLC 
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Attn: Sherry A. Morgan/Joseph D. Mallet 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone (208) 287-7700 
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